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SENATE

WEDNESDAY, MarcH 12, 1958

The Senate met at 10:30 o’clock a. m.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer: !

Our Father God, at the day’s begin-
ning, in this hallowed moment dedicated
to the upward look, we proclaim our faith
that Thy truth, against which the gates
of hell cannof prevail, is marching on to
its coronation even amid the perplexities
of these terrific days.

So strengthen and steady our inner
supports that the outer tensions of these
testing times may not break our spirits.
Solemnize us with the consciousness that,
beyond the appraisals of men regarding
what we do and say here, there falls upon
our record the searching light of Thy
judgments. Maintain in Thy servants
who serve the Republic and the world in
this Chamber the fidelity of those to
whom much has been given and from
whom much will be required. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Joanson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Tuesday, March 11, 1958, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 497) au-
thorizing the construction, repair, and
preservation of certain public works on
rivers and harbors for navigation, flood
eontrol, and for other purposes, with an
amendment, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
was authorized to sit during today’'s ses-
sion of the Senate.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, under the rule there will be the
usual morning hour. I ask unanimous
consent that statements made in con-
nection with the business of the morn-
ing hour be limited to 3 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senate is meeting early today
in the hope that it may be possible to
dispose of the housing bill today and
conclude the deliberations of the Senate
at a reasonably early hour. Many Sen-
ators plan to attend an annual function
given by the National Press Club. We
hope that it will not be found necessary
to have any yea and nay votes after 6:30
p. m,

I appeal to my colleagues to be as
brief as they feel they can be in their
discussions today. I hope we shall be
able to live up to the schedule which
has been outlined.

If any Senators have unusually long
speeches, I assure them that the Senate
will be in session every day this week,
in order that they may have the oppor-
tunity to make such speeches.

EXECUTIVE SESSION
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

* dent, I move that the Senate proceed

to the consideration of executive busi-
ness. -

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting several
nominations, which were referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be
no reports of committees, the elerk will
state the nominations on the calendar.

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN
SERVICE

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of John M. Allison to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to the Re-
public of Czechoslovakia.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Robert G. Barnes to be Special As-
sistant for Mutual Security Coordina-
tion, in the Department of State.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-.
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

That completes the Executive Cal-
endar.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. I ask that
the President be immediately notified of
all nominations confirmed this day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the President will be notified
forthwith.,
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LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr., JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate resume
the consideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Morning
business is now in order.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

PROGRESS REPORT ON LIQUIDATION OF RECON=
STRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION

A letter from the Administrator, General
Services Administration, Washington, D. C.,
reporting, pursuant to law, on the progress
of liquidation of the national defense, war,
and reconversion activities of the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

AMENDMENT OF ACT RELATING TO TAXES AND
ASSESSMENTS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

A letter from the President, Board of Com-
missioners, District of Columbia, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to amend
the act entitled “An act relating to the levy-
ing and collecting of taxes and assessments,
and for other purposes,” approved June 25;
1938 (with accompanying paper); to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

AUTHORIZATION FOR CERTAIN OFFICERS OF DE-
PARTMENT OF STATE AND FOREIGN SERVICE TO
ApMINISTER OATHS

A letter from the Acting Secretary of
State, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to authorize certain officers of the
Department of State and the Forelgn Service
to administer oaths in the performance of
thelr ofiiclal duties (with an accompanying
paper); to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations.

REPoRT PRIOR TO RESTORATION OF BALANCES,
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR

A letter from the Administrative Assistant
Secretary of the Interior, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report prior to restoration of
balances, Department of the Interior, Bureau
of Indian Affairs (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Government
Operatlons.

ProroseEp NorTH PaciFic Fur SEAL Act
oF 1958

A letter from the Acting Secretary of
State, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation to give effect to the Interim Con-
vention on Conservation of North Pacific
Fur Seals, signed at Washington, February 9,
1957, and for other purposes (with an ac-
companying paper); to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

D1sPOSITION oF EXECUTIVE PAPERS

A letter from the Archivist of the United
Btates, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
list of papers and documents on the files of
several departments and agencies of the
Government which are not needed in the
conduct of business and have no permanent
value or historical interest, and requesting
action looking to their disposition (with
accompanying papers); to a Joint BSelect
Committee on the Disposition of Papers in
the Executive Departments.

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr.
JounsTON of South Carolina and Mr.

Carnson members of the committee on
the part of the Senate.
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PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, ete., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:
A resolution of the House of Delegates of
the State of West Virginia; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce:

“House Resolution 11

“Resolution memorializing the Congress of
the United States to aid alr traffic in West
Virginia by providing or helping to provide
increased navigational and landing aids
at West Virginia airfields

“Whereas the number of fatalities from
aircraft accldents has sharply increased in
this State; and

“Whereas air traffic is increasing dalily in
this State; and

“Whereas weather conditions in West Vir-
ginia require every possible ald to safe mili-
tary operation of aircraft as well as civilian;
and

“Whereas increased landing and naviga-
tional aid would possibly have prevented at
least two of our latest accidents: Therefore
be it

“Resolved by the house of delegates, That
the Congress of the United States should be
urged to provide and increase ald to West
Virginia for increased navigational and land-
ing aids at West Virginia airports; and be it
further

“Resolved, That the clerk of the house of
delegates send copies of this resolution to
the President of the United States Senate,
the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
each member of the West Virginia delegation
and the chairman of the proper committees
of the Congress of the United States.

“C. A. BLANKENSHIP,
“Clerk of the House of Delegates.”

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the Btate of West Virginia; ordered to lie
on the table:

“House Concurrent Resolution 13

*Concurrent resolution concerning the death
of Hon. Matthew M. Neely

“Whereas death ended the colorful career
on January 18, 1958, of United States Sen-
ator Matthew Mansfield Neely, thus closing
a memorable chapter in the political history
of West Virginia; and

“Whereas the fighting epirit of this well-
known West Virginian kept him alert and
vigilant to his duties, even to the threshold
of death, and despite a long illness and the
suffering incident thereto; and

“Whereas the death of Senator Neely
brings to a close a 50-year period Iin the
political annals of West Virginia, beginning
with his election as mayor of the city of
Fairmont in 1908 and followed by his elec-
tlon as clerk of the house of delegates in
1911, election to the House of Representa-
tives in 1913 and election to the United
States Senate in 1922, and as Governor of
West Virginia in 1940; and

“Whereas during his political career he
served five terms as a Member of the House of
Representatives and was five times elected to
the United States Senate; and

“Whereas the late Senator was an ardent
fraternalist, a devout churchman, a veteran
of the Spanish-American War, and an emi-
nent lawyer, whose professional services were
in wide demand during his active years in
the practice of law: Therefore be it

“Resolved by the house of delegates (the
senate concurring therein), That the Legisla-
ture of West Virginia hereby acknowledges
its sincere mourning at the passing of this
distinguished West Virginian; and be 1t fur-
ther

“Resolved, That out of respect to the mem-
ory of this former Governor, Member of the
Congress of the United States and legis-
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lative officlal that when the two houses of
the legislature adjourn this day they do so
until Thursday, January 23, 1958; and be it
further

“Resolved, That the president of the sen-
ate and the speaker of the house of dele-
gates name a committee from the member-
ship of their respective houses to attend the
funeral of the late United States Senator;
and be it further

“Resolved, That the clerk of the house of
delegates send a copy of this resolution to
the President of the United States Senate,
the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and to the family of Senator Neely.

“C. A. BLANKENSHIP,
“Clerk of the House of Delegates.”

A resolution adopted by the Board of Su-
pervisors of Maul County, T. H., relating to
the provision of fast water transportation to
the Territory of Hawail; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

FEDERAL ATD TO URBAN
HIGHWAYS—LETTER

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, many of
the most important and, at the same
time, hazardous roads and highways in
our Nation are not located in the open
country. They are to be found within
the city limits of many of our major
centers of population.

In planning our further program of
Federal aid to highway construetion, we
continually endeavor to improve the
arteries leading from one city to another,
but up to the present have not placed
enough emphasis on cities themselves.

Most of our city streets have more traf-
fic in 1 hour than many of the Federal
highways have in 1 day. Still, the Gov-
ernment has not made sufficient pro-
visions for modernization and construc-
tion of major thoroughfares where
traffic is bottlenecked sometimes for
many hours. The traffic jam has become
ﬁne of the symbols of American urban

ife.

I call attention to a proposed amend-
ment to H. R. 9821—the Federal High-
way Construction Act—proposed by the
committee on planning public improve-
ments with Federal assistance of the
Common Council of the City of Milwau-
kee.

I believe this amendment has great
merit and deserves serious consideration
by the Public Works Committees of both
the Senate and thc House of Repre-
sentatives.

I ask unanimous consent that this
amendment, together with introductory
remarks, in the form of a letter which
was submitted to the House Public
Works Committee be printed in the
REcoRD, and appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the letter
was referred to the Committee on Public
Works, and ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

MarcH T, 1858.
Congressman GEorcE H. FaLLow,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Public
Roads, House Commitiee on Public
Works, House Office Building, Wash-~
ington, D, C.

DeAR CONGRESSMAN FALLON: Although your
committee has concluded its hearings on
bill H. R. 9821, under which the Federal-
ald highway program is to be continued for
2 more years and appropriations therefore
authorized, it is our understanding that
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matters may still be included as part of
the committee record. There is attached
for your information a resolution adopted
by the Common Council of the City of Mil-
waukee on March 4, 10568, dealing with this
bill. It is requested that this letter and
the attachment be included as part of the
committee record if this is still possible.

It is our belief that the interests of cities
will be more adequately protected if the
bill approved by your committee is amended
to broaden the definition of projects on
which Federal-aid funds can be used within
urban areas. The city of Milwaukee feels
that the highway needs of urban areas are
of sufficient importance to the welfare of
the Nation as a whole to warrant Federal
consideration at least equal to that accorded
the highway needs in rural areas. We feel
that streets sufficient to meet major urban
traffic needs should be eligible for Federal
construction aid. This would accord to
urban areas treatment similar to that given
rural areas through the operation of the
Federal-ald secondary system. We feel that
such additional Federal assistance is justified
because most of the highway revenues that
are received by the Federal Government come
from urban areas, because the most pressing
traffic problems exist there, and bhecause
municipalities are generally excluded from

‘the field of effective taxation of motor

vehicles.

The Federal Government has repeatedly
indicated its interest in the preservation of
healthy urban areas. To a limited extent,
the traffic needs of such areas have been
recognized by the Federal Government, al-
though as you are no doubt aware, a 1955
reinterpretation of highway laws made by
the Bureau of Public Roads eliminated the
so-called Federal-aid urban system as an
object of Federal concern. It is the feel-
ing of the city of Milwaukee that action
should be taken by the Federal Government,
if not to reestablish the Federal-aid urban
system, at least to increase the limited num-~
ber of urban highways now eligible for Fed-
eral assistance. Major traffic arteries in
urban areas should be eligible for Federal
assistance provided they are of sufficient im-
portance to the community life of the area
and subject, of course, to necessary review
and approval by the State highway commis-
sions concerned and by the Secretary of
Commerce. This eligibility should not be
contingent on such routes being extensions
of rural highways.

We therefore suggest the following amend-
ment to section 1 (a) (1) (C) of bill H. R.
9821:

“(C) Twenty-five percent for projects on
extensions of and feeders to these systems
within urban areas. Extensions and feeders
in urban areas shall consist of such addi-
tional lateral, feeder, and distributor routes
as may in the judgment of the Secretary of
Commerce be required to meet the major
traffic needs in the area and to provide maxi-
mum utility to the various Federal-aid sys-
tems and their extensions within or adjacent
to such areas."

Although we realize that bill H. R. 9821
is In a relatively late stage of House passage,
the city of Milwaukee feels that considera-
tlon of this amendment will serve to pro-
vide more adequate recognition of urban
highway needs by the Federal Government.
Your committee's consideration of this pro-
posed amendment is, therefore, respectfully
requested.

Respectfully submitted.

CoMMON COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MILWAUKEE, COMMITTEE ON PLAN-
NING PuUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS WITH
FEDERAL ASSISTANCE.

James J. MorTIER, Cochairman.

IrviNGg G. RAHN, Cochairman.

COMMITTEE ON STREETS-ZONING.

BerNARD B. KROENKE, Chairman.



1958

Resolution relative to amending Federal
highway legislation to provide more ade-
quate recognition of urban highway needs
‘Whereas thc Congress of the United States

is now considering legislation to amend and

supplement the Federal Aid Highway Acts
and to authorize appropriations for contin-
uing the program of federally aided highway
construction; and

Whereas such acts have now been inter-
preted so that Federal participation in con-
struction costs is limited largely to streets
which represent extenslons of rural high-
ways; and

Whereas many major streets in wurban
areas do not represent such extensions, but,
nevertheless, serve as distributor, lateral, and
feeder streets to the Federal-ald systems and
are of considerable importance both to the
muniecipality and to the Federal-ald highway
systems; and

Whereas such major streets often carry
enormous amounts of trafiic, often In excess
of those carried by streets on the Federal-aid
system: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Common Council of the

City of Milwaukee, That the special commit-

tee on planning public improvements with

Federal assistance be, and is hereby, author-

ized and directed to seek amendment of bill

H. R. 8821, or other House or Senate bllls in-

tending to supplement and continue the

Federal-aid program for highway construc-

tion, so as to provide more adequate recog-

nition of urban highway needs; and be it
further

Resolved, That such committee be, and is
hereby, authorized and directed to present
testimony in such manner as it considers
feasible and to cooperate with other agencies
and organizations in an attempt to accom-
plish this end.

REA INTEREST RATES—
RESOLUTION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, I
have just received a resolution adopted
by the board of directors of the Northern
Electric Cooperative Association of Vir-
ginia, Minn., concerning REA interest
rates.

I ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution be printed in the REcorp, and ap-
propriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

“Be it resolved, That we urgently request
that you do everything within your power
to provide REA adegquate funds without an
Increase In this interest rate for the fiscal
year starting July 1, 1958, which is necessary
to take care of increasing load and to provide
service to those who do not have electricity
yet.

“We are opposed to any changes in the
REA Act which will force us into open money
market.

“Please treat us equal with Mr. Nasser of
Egypt, the British, and the other foreign
countries.”

I, Emil H. Sande, do hereby certify that
I am the duly elected, qualified, and acting
secretary of Northern Electric Cooperative
Association, and the keeper of its records;
that the foregoing copy is a true and correct
copy of the resolution as adopted at the spe-
cial meeting of the board held on February
21, 1858, at its principal office of buslness,
in the eity of Virginia, Minn,

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and afiixed the seal of the coopera-
tive this Tth day of March 1958.

EMu, H. SANDE, Secretary.
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EXTENSION OF RECIPROCAL TRADE
AGREEMENTS ACT—LETTER

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
port director of the Port Authority of
Duluth, Robert T. Smith, has written to
me expressing the full support of the
commissioners of the port authority for
the renewal of the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con=-
sent that the letter be printed in the
Recorp, and appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the letter
was referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance, and ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

DuruTtH, MiNN., March 6, 1958.
Hon. HuserT H. HUMPHREY,
Senator, United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR HUMPHREY: The commis-
sioners of our port authority, being fully
cognizant of the value of foreign trade to
the economy of our State and Nation, re-
spectfully request your support of the sub-
ject act.

Surveys, conducted by this authority in
the State of Minnesota, disclose we have in
excess of 350 manufacturers and processors
engaged In foreign trade and their total
production for the purpose in 1956 exceeded
250,000 tons. This does not include grain
grown by our farmers that goes into foreign
markets.

We are now in more detailed sur-
veys and find that the processors of linseed
and soybean oils anticipate a tremendous
increase in their foreign sales, when cheaper
water transportation is made available with
the opening of the seaway. The same indi-
cations are had from the processors of meats,
lard, edible and inedible greases. We are
reasonably sure that when individual com-
modity surveys are completed on other
products of our State, similar expectations
will be had.

Should failure to renew the reciprocal
trade agreement cause a reduction in our
foreign trade, then these expectations could
very well not materialize. This would be
most unfortunate, in view of the publie
funds we are spending on port development
projects.

Yours very truly,
PORT AUTHORITY OoF DULUTH,
RoserT T. SMmiTH, Port Director.

INCREASED FUNDS FOR WILDLIFE
AND RECREATION IN NATIONAL
FORESTS—LETTER

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
have recently received a letter written
by William V. Sinnott, president of the
Lake George Conservation Club, urging
an increase in the funds in H. R. 10746
on the wildlife and recreation in na-
tional forests.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ter be printed in the REcorp, and ap-
propriately referred.

There being no objection, the letter
was referred to the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

ANOEA, MINN., March 5, 1958.
Hon. HueerT H. HUMPHREY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SENATOR HoMPHREY: I have been In-
structed by action of the Lake George Con-
servation Club to write you requesting that
you support legislation to gain an increase
in the funds in bill H. R. 10746 on the
wildlife and recreation in national forests.
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We are afiliated with the Minnesota Con-
servation Federation and respectfully request
your support of this much needed legislation
which has been passed by the House.

Yours very sincerely,
Wwm. V. SINNOTT,

President, Lake George Conservation

Club.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, with-
out amendment:

8.1976, A bill to clarify the application of
navigation rules for the Great Lakes and
their connecting and tributary waters, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 1381); and

5.2115. A bill to amend the act of June 7,
1897, as amended, and section 4233 of the
Revised Statutes, as amended, with respect
to lights for vessels towing or belng over=
taken (Rept. No. 1382).

By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, with an amend-
ment:

S.2037. A bill to provide equitable treat-
ment for producers participating in the
Boil Bank program on the basis of incorrect
information furnished by the Government
(Rept. No. 1383).

By Mr. ANDERSON (for Mr. MURRAY), from
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, without amendment:

5.847. A bill to amend the act of June 5,
1944, relating to the construction, operation,
and maintenance of Hungry Horse Dam,
Mont. (Rept. No. 1384).

By Mr. ANDERSON (for Mr. MURRAY), from
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, with amendments:

S. 2813, A bill to provide for certain cred-
its to the Salt River Valley Water Users’ Asso-
ciation and the Salt River project agricultural
improvement and power district in consider-
ation of the transfer to the Government of
property in Phoenix, Ariz. (Rept. No. 1386).

By Mr. O'MAHONEY (for Mr. MURRAY),
from the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, without amendment:

8.2557. A bill to amend the act granting
the consent of Congress to the negotiation of
certain compacts by the States of Nebraska,
Wyoming, and South Dakota in order to ex-
tend the time for such negotiation (Rept.
No. 1385).

By Mr. HENNINGS, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, without amend-
ment:

8. Con. Res. T1. Concurrent resclution to
print the proceedings in connection with the
acceptance of the statue of Maria L. Sanford,
late of Minnesota; and

5. Res. 272. Resolution authorizing an ine
crease In expenditures for the Committee on
Foreign Relations,

FREE IMPORTATION OF CERTAIN
ARTICLES FOR EXHIBITION PUR-
POSES—REPORT OF A COMMIT-
TEE

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Finance, I report fa-
vorably without amendment the bill (H.
R. 10242) to permit articles imported
from foreign countries for the purpose
of exhibition at the Chicago Interna-
tional Fair and Exposition, to be held at
Chicago, Ill., from July 1, 1959, to July
19, 1959, inclusive, to be admitted without
payment of tariff, and for other pur-
poses, and I submit a report (No. 1379)
thereon.
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The Chicago International Fair and
Exposition sponsored by the eity of Chi-
cago and the Chicago Association of
Commerce and Industry brings our in-
ternational trade relations closer to the
heart of our great Nation. This is of
timely importance because of two his-
toric world trade events scheduled for
1959—one the opening of the St. Law=-
rence Seaway which will link mid-Amer-
ica with the other deepwater ports of
the world and the inauguration of com-
mercial jet aviation which will also bring
these markets within 20 hours travel of
every city in the world. The statement
of policy of this great exposition is as
follows:

The Chicago International Fair is first and
foremost a trade fair—organized for the ex-
plicit purpose of bringing buyer and seller
together to transact the maximum amount
of business in the most efficient manner.

Every effort is being made by the peo-
ple of Chicago, and other interested
groups, in providing the best possible
service for understanding and assistance
in participation in this trade fair. I want
to extend my compliments to the honor=-
ary chairman, Mayor Richard J. Daley,
of the city of Chicago, and to the officers
and men of the Chicago Association of
Commerce and Industry of that great
city for their splendid efforts in develop-
ing and carrying out this exposition.

The bill, H, R. 10242, provides that the
imported articles shall not be subject to
marking or identification requirements
of the general tariff laws except when
such articles are withdrawn for con-
sumption or use in the United States.
Articles thus admitted may be lawfully
sold at any time during or within 3
months after the close of exposition, sub-
ject to such regulations for the security
of the revenue and for the collection of
import duties as the Secretary of the
Treasury shall prescribe.

This bill follows the pattern of pre-
vious legislation enacted by the Congress
in connection with international exhibi-
tions and fairs held in the United States.
It has long been the policy of Congress to
facilitate the participation of foreign
countries in international expositions
held in the United States by permitting
articles intended for display at these ex-
positions to be entered free of import
duties and charges under safeguarding
regulations of the Secretary of the Treas-
ury. This bill provides the necessary
safeguards.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received, and the bill will be
placed on the calendar.

RECOGNITION OF 20TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF CIVIL AVIATION—RE-
PORT OF A COMMITTEE

Mr. BIBLE from the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, re-
ported an original concurrent resolution
(S. Con. Res. 72) favoring Congressional
recognition of the 20th anniversary of
civil aviation under the Civil Aeronautics
Act of 1938, which was placed on the
calendar, as follows:

Whereas the late Senator Pat McCarran,
of Nevada, and Congressman Clarence Lea, of
California, sponsored legislation for the regu-
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lation and promotion of civil aeronautics;
and

Whereas this legislation became the Civil
Aeronautics Act of 1938 and established as
being in the public interest:

“(a) The encouragement and development
of an air transportation system properly
adapted to the present and future needs of
the foreign and domestic commerce of the
United States, of the Postal Service, and of
the national defense;

“(b) The regulation of air transportation
in such manner as to recognize and preserve
the inherent advantages of, assure the
highest degree of safety in, and foster sound
economic conditions in, such transportation,
and to improve the relations between, and
coordinate transportation, by, air carriers;

“(e) The promotion of adequate, econom=-
fcal, and eficient service by air carriers at
reasonable charges, without unjust discrimi-
nations, undue preferences or advantages, or
unfair or destructive competitive practices;

“{d) Competition to the extent necessary
to assure the sound development of an air
transportation system properly adapted to
the needs of the foreign and domestic com-
merce of the United States, of the Postal
Service, and of the national defense;

“(e) The regulation of air commerce in
such manner as to best promote its devel-
opment and safety; and

“(f) The encouragement and develop-
ment of civil aeronautics.”; and

Whereas these 20 years have marked the
unparalleled growth of civil aviation in the
United States and witnessed the develop-
ment of the world's largest and finest air
transportation system; and

Whereas the Civil Aeronautics Board and
the Civil Aeronautics Administration, to-
gether with our aircraft industry, our air
transportation companies, our private fliers,
and other aviation interests, have been pri-
marily responsible for the orderly develop-
ment of civil aviation in accordance with
policies established by the Congress, leading
to the world's outstanding system of civil
airways and civil airports, and civil avia-
tion; and

‘Whereas American civil aviation is on the
threshold of new frontiers of travel, com=-
fort, and safety as they prepare for the
transition of our air transport fleets from
piston-engined to jet-powered aireraft; and

Whereas current war plans of the military
continue to place great reliance on our air
carrier industry; and

Whereas American leadership in aviation
must be maintained: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That the Con-
gress of the United States, on this 20th an-
niversary of the Civil Aeronautics Act of
1938, reaffirms its support of the policles
set forth therein; and urges strict adher-
ence to policies which will enable eivil avi-
atilon to solve its present economic and
technical problems and assure the public
of the benefits of a strong air transport
system and civil aviation industry.

ELEANOR N. GAGG—REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

Mr. HENNINGS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported
an original resolution (S. Res. 275) to
pay a gratuity to Eleanor N. Gagg, which
was placed on the calendar, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
hereby is authorized and directed to pay,
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Eleanor N. Gagg, widow of Willlam H, Gagg,
an employee of the Senate at the time of his
death, a sum equal to T}, months' compen=
sation at the rate he was receiving by law
at the time of his death, said sum to be con-
sidered inclusive of funeral expenses and all
other allowances.
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ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR OFFICIAL
REPORTERS OF SENATE

Mr. HENNINGS, from the Committee
on Rules and Administration, reported
an original resolution (S. Res. 276) pro-
viding additional funds for the Official
Reporters of the Senate, which was
placed on the calendar, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate hereby is authorized and directed to pay
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
the Official Reporters of Senate Debates
and Proceedings, during the period March 1,
1958, to December 31, 1958, so much as may
be necessary, not to exceed $10,000, for the
employment of additional office personnel.

REPORT ENTITLED “RAPID AMOR-
TIZATION IN REGULATED INDUS-
TRIES"—INDIVIDUAL VIEWS (8.
REPT. NO. 1380)

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, from
the Committee on the Judiciary, pur-
suant to Senate Resolution 57, as ex-
tended, I submit a report entitled “Rapid
Amortization in Regulated Industries,”
together with the individual views of
the Senator from Illinois [Mr, DIRKSEN]
and the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr,
Wicteyl. I ask unanimous consent that
the report be printed, together with the
individual views, and an illustration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received and printed, as requested
by the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the
Antitrust and Monopoly Subcommittee
of the Committee on the Judiciary has
concluded its hearings on the steel indus-
try, and filed its report. I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the Rec-
ORD a press release which explains, in
some measure, my individual views, as
contained in the report.

There being no objection, the press
release was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR Dmxsnn‘

The Antitrust and Monopoly Subcommit-
tee of the United States Senate has con-
cluded its study of administered prices in
the steel industry and a report including
my individual views is being released for dis-
tribution. On February 28, past, because of
a leak to the press, a press release was hur-
riedly issued with individual views by my=
self and Senator ALEXANDER WILEY.

I wish to specifically refer to the opening
paragraph of the majority's view in the press
release, which stated as follows:

“The steel industry was not justified in
establishing recent price increases, since
these increases ‘substantially exceeded’ its
cost increases, the Senate Antitrust and Mo-
nopoly Subcommittee has concluded in a re-
port whose major findings were made public
today.”

As I stated in my individual views, “the
majority's report is based on a theoretical,
preconceived, biased economic and legal
analysis developed by the subcommittee staff,
It fails to make an impartial appraisal of
the testimony presented to the subcommit-
tee; and in many respects it would appear to
offer economic superstition where simple and
reasonable facts are plainly evident.”

I further pointed out in my individual
views, “every Member of the Congress has a
responsibility in terms of our national wel-
fare to avold exaggeration, partisan state-
ments and criticism not supported by the
evidence developed in committee hearings or
otherwise in the preparation of Congres-
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sional reports. Every Congressional report
may become an official Government docu-
ment.

“The minority regrets that the majority
has accepted the unwarranted and prejudiced
assumptions of the staff in the preparation
of its views. It is satisfied that they have
unwittingly provided propaganda which may
be used to our natlonal detriment.”

My Individual views in the report on the
study of administered prices in the steel in-
dustry goes to the record of the hearings to
categorically deny the majority’s position
that the steel Industry was not justified in
establishing the recent price increases, which
majority claim that these increases sub-
stantially exceeded its cost Increases.

I quote from my individual minority
views, contained in sald report, as follows:

~ “The minority notes that the testimony
recelved by the subcommittee indicated that
in no instance was the July 1 steel price in-
crease adequate In terms of the companies’
cost positions at that time. It can find no
justification for the majority's attempt In-
directly to impose its pricing formulas over
large segments of American economy.

“It would do well at this point to analyze
and refer briefly to the record. The major-
ity report, itself, refers to a statement made
by Jones and Laughlin, fourth largest pro-
ducer in the steel industry, as follows:

*‘The announced price increase (July 1)
is grossly inadequate insofar as covering our
total anticipated cost increases is con-
cerned.'?

“The inadequacy of the price increase was
reflected by the testimony of various steel
company officials who testified. Mr. Roger
M. Elough, chairman of the board, United
States Steel Co., stated:

“‘In other words, to put it in figures that
you can understand perhaps a little more
clearly, dollarwise a price increase which
would have been, let us say, entirely justi-
fied based upon what we have just been
through for 17 years, would have been in the
area of $9 or $10. Now, that is the figure
to compare with the $6."?

“Mr. A. B. Homer, president, Bethlehem
Bteel Corp., stated that although Bethlehem
Bteel prices rose on an average of 85.20 per
ton, the average costs were expected to rise
to $8 per ton, thereby forcing Bethlehem
Steel to absorb the loss of $2.80 per ton or a
total of $35 million.?

“Mr., George M. Humphrey, chairman of
the board, National Steel Corp., stated that
the total effect by reason of increases in the
cost of purchased materials and services
would be 2.5 to 2,75 times the increase in
employment cost.

“The chairman, Senator EsteEs KEFAUVER,
in examining Mr. Humphrey at this point
came to the conclusion that the increased
cost per ton as a result of wage increases was
$3.15 which he stated he found to be in line
with United States Steel and with Bethle-
hem Steel. This £3.15 increased cost per ton
as a result of wage increases, was lower than
the approximately $4 per ton increase due
to wage costs found by the steel companies.

“It should be further noted at this point
that the record adequately shows that for
each dollar of increased employment costs,
there is an additional dollar increase in
material and service costs.

“Mr. Robert C. Tyson, chalrman, finance
committee, United States Steel Corp., said:

“‘For each dollar that our employment
costs increase, our total costs increase over

115 NS mono section.

2 Administered prices, hearings before the
Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monopoly,
pt. 2, p. 805.

? Administered prices, hearings before the
Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monopoly,
Pt. 2, p. 647.

* Administered prices, hearings before the
Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monopoly,
pt. 3, p. 805.
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2. Economic arithmetic tells us that the
new cost-push inflation can never be termi-
nated until inflation in the biggest and most
basic cost, employment cost, is terminated.’®

“Also, Jules Backman, professor of eco-
nomics, New York University, writes:

“‘It is evident that over the years, the
steel Industry has had good reason to antici-
pate that an increase of $1 in employment
costs would soon be accompanied by at least
a similar rise In the costs of products and
services bought.’ ®

“Summarizing this analysls of the testl-
mony, the minority finds that the conclu-
sion is inescapable that the average price
increase of steel announced on July 1 ranged
from $5.20 to $6 per ton.

“If one uses the steel companies view of
approximately $4¢ per ton increase in wage
costs and again using the Tyson, Backman
formula, the total cost increase would be
approximately $8 per ton and the steel price
increase was not only justified, but that the
steel corporations would have to absorb a
loss of over $2 per ton of steel.

“If Mr. Humphrey's formula of relation-
ship of employment costs to material and
service costs were used, the steel companies’
loss due to total increased costs in relation
to the price increase would even be larger.”

I belleve that the above quotations taken
from the record of the hearings conclusively
prove erroneous and unfounded the ma-
jority’s findings “that the recent steel price
increase substantially exceeded its cost in-
crease” and the conclusion is inescapable
that the steel price increase was inadequate
to meet the increased labor costs and in-
creased cost of materials and services, re-
sulting in the steel companies absorbing a
loss as high as $2.80 per ton of steel.

In my individual minority views in said
report, after careful analysis of the testimony
adduced at the hearings, found:

1. That the position in the majority's re-
port that the steel industry has made un-
justified price increases is erroneous and
unfounded.

2. That the position in the majority's re-
port that steel price increases are injurious
to the whole economy is erroneous and un-
founded.

3. That the position in the majority’s re-
port that corporate profits in general and
profits In the steel industry In particular
are exorbitant is erroneous and unfounded.

4, That the position in the majority’s re-
port that there is no price competition in the
steel industry is erroneous and unfounded.

5. That the position in the majority's re-
port that steel prices are insensitive to
changes in market conditions is erroneous
and unfounded.

6. That the position in the majority’s re-
port that efliclency of the low-cost producers
is reflected in higher profits rather than in
lower prices for the consumer is erroneous
and unfounded.

7. That the position in the majority’s re-
port that inelasticity of cemand for steel has
not been proven is erronecus and unfounded.

8. That the position in the majority's re-
port that uniformity of steel prices is main-
tained through the price leadership of the
largest producer is erroneous and unfounded.

9. That the position in the majority's re-
port that there is too much concentration
in the steel industry and such concentration
is increasing is erroneous and unfounded.

10. That the position in the majority's
report that executive compensation in the
steel industry is excessive and contributes to
inflation is erroneous and unfounded.

11. That the position in the majority’s re-
port that the frequency of identical price

® Administered Prices, hearings before the
Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monopoly,
pt. 2, p. 244,

® Jules Backman, professor of economics,
New York University, Steel Prices, Profits,
Productivity and Wages, p. 17.
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bidding on Government contracts suggests
antitrust implications 1s erroneous and
unfounded.

12. That the position in the majority’s re-
port that present pricing practices in the
steel industry are a continuation of elab=-
orate pricing systems historically used for the
purpose of eliminating competition is
erroneous and unfounded.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. PROXMIRE (for himself, Mr.
MansFreLp, Mr. HUMPHREY, and Mr.
NEUBERGER) :

8.8456. A bill to provide a substantially
seli-financing program to protect the returns
of producers of milk and butterfat used in
manufactured dairy products to the pro=-
ducers thereof, to provide a formula for com=
puting parity farm Income and parity income
equivalent prices, to establish a Federal
Dairy Advisory Committee, to promote and
protect and encourage family-scale farming
in the dairy industry, to enable milk pro-
ducers to keep supplies in reasonable balance
with the need and demand therefor, to pre-
vent discrimination between the various
manufactured dairy products in Government
food-purchasing programs, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. PrRoxMIRE when
he introduced the above bill, which appears
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. IVES:

B.3457. A bill for the rellef of Dr. Meil-
Chieu Lo; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. DWORSHAK :

5.3458. A blll to add certain lands located
in Idaho to the Boise and Payette Natlonal
Forests; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. CHAVEZ:

8.3459. A bill providing for a preliminary
examination and survey of the streams at
and in the vicinity of Alamogordo, N. Mex,,
for flood control and other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina
(by request) :

5.3460. A bill to govern the salaries and
personnel practices for teachers, certain
school officers, and other employees of the
dependent schools of the Department of De-
fense in forelgn countries, and for other
purposes; and

8. 3461. A bill to authorize the use of cer-
tified mail for the transmission or service of
matter required by certain Federal laws to be
transmitted or served by registered mail, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. BEALL:

£.3462. A bill to provide for the acquisi-
tlon of certaln real property in Prince
Georges County, Md., to be used for the site
of the National Air Museum of the Smith-
sonian Institution; to the Committee on
Public Works,

By Mrs. SMITH of Malne:

S.3463. A bill to provide that all United
Btates currency shall bear the inscription
“Peace”; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. HUMPHREY :

8. 3464. A bill for the relief of Harriet H.
Witesman; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, re-
ported an original concurrent resolution
(8. Con. Res. 72) favoring Congressional
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recognition of the 20th anniversary of
civil aviation under the Civil Aeronautics
Act of 1938, which was placed on the
calendar.

(See the above concurrent resolution
printed in full when reported by Mr.
Biere, which appears under the heading
“Reports of Committees.”)

RESOLUTIONS

ADDITIONZL FUNDS FOR COMMIT-
TEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL
SERVICE

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Caroling
submitted the following resolution (S.
Res. 273), which was referred to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service:

Resolved, That the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service is authorized to ex-
pend from the contingent fund of the Senate,
during the 856th Congress, for the purposes
sgpecified in section 134 (a) of the Legisla-
tive Reorganization Act of 1946, $10,000 in
addition to the amount authorized in such
section.

Mr. CHAVEZ (for himself and Mr.
ANDERSON) submitted Senate Resolution
274, relating to the death of Hon Joun J.
DemPSEY, late a Representative from the
State of New Mexico, which was consid-
ered and agreed to.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. CHavVEZ,
which appears under a separate
heading.)

Mr. HENNINGS, from the Commitiee
on Rules and Administration, reported
the following original resolutions, which
were placed on the calendar:

8. Res. 275. Resolution to pay a gratuity to
Eleanor N. Gagg; and

8. Res. 276. Resolution providing additional
funds for the Official Reporters of the Senate,

(See the above resolutions printed in
full when reported by Mr. HENNINGS,
from the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, which appear under the
heading “Reports of Committees.”)

DAIRY PRODUCTS MAREKETING ACT
OF 1958

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself, the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MansrieLp], the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY], and
the Senator from Oregon [Mr, NEU-
BERGER], I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to provide a substantially
self-financing program to protect the re-
turns of producers of milk and butterfat
used in manufactured dairy products,
with protection to be assured directly to
the producers thereof, to promote and
protectand encourage family-scale farm-
ing in the dairy industry, to provide a
formula for computing parity farm in-
come and parity income -equivalent
prices, to establish a Federal Dairy Ad-
visory Committee, to enable milk pro-
ducers to keep supplies in reasonable
balance with the need and demand
therefor, to prevent discrimination be-
tween the various manufactured dairy
products in Government food purchase
ing programs, and for other purposes.

Mr. President, this bill incorporates
the provisions for a dairy program in the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

comprehensive farm bill (8. 2052) which
I introduced on the first day for the
introduction of bills of this session.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, to have a brief statement which I
have prepared, describing the provisions
of this bill, printed in the REcORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the statement
will be printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 3456) to provide a sub-
stantially self-financing program to pro-
tect the returns of producers of milk and
butterfat used in manufactured dairy
products to the producers thereof, to pro-
vide a formula for computing parity
farm income and parity income equiva-
lent prices, to establish a Federal Dairy
Advisory Committee, to promote and
protect and encourage family-scale
farming in the dairy industry, to en-
able milk producers to keep supplies in
reasonable balance with the need and
demand therefor, to prevent diserimina-
tion between the various manufactured
dairy products in Government food-pur-
chasing programs, and for other pur-
poses, introduced by Mr. PrRoXMIRE (for
himself, Mr. MaNsFIELD, Mr. HUMPHREY,
and Mr. NEUBERGER), was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

The statement presented by Mr. Prox-
MIRE is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR PROXMIRE

This bill provides mandatory protection to
the returns of milk producers, at levels of
not less than 80 percent nor more than 100
percent of the parity income equivalent price
on mrilk and butterfat used in manufactured
dairy products for the marketing years end-
ing on August 31 of 19569 and 1960.

This would give farmers protected returns
ranging from about §4 to 5 per hundred-
weight for manufacturing milk of 83.95 per-
cent butterfat test, at national average price
levels,

Under the present parity equivalent price
formula used by the Department of Agricul-
ture, 100 percent of price parity for manu-
facturing milk is §4.04 per hundredweight.

Under the present farm law, the Secretary
of Agriculture can set supports between $3.03
and $3.64 per hundredweight. He has or-
dered milk support reduced to $3.03—the
lowest permitted by law—eflective next April
1. He has recommended to Congress that the
law be changed to allow him to cut manufac-
turing milk supports to as low as only $2.43
per hundredweight, which is only 60 percent
of the present parity.

PARITY OF INCOME STANDARDS

This bill would substitute a more realistic
parity of income standard for the present
parity price formula as a basis for deter-
mining levels of protection for milk pro-
ducers. It would measure the returns to
farmers according to the incomes received
by nonfarm people.

The formula provided in this bill for com-
puting parlty of income and parity income
equivalent prices is based on the definition
of parity of income contained in the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1038, as amended,
which reads as follows:

“Parity farm family net income shall be
that net family income from farming that
will provide the farm operator and his
family with a standard of living equivalent
to those afforded persons dependent upon
other gainful occupations.”

Parity income equivalent price is cal-
culated under this bill as that price for
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each commodity which would provide pro-
ducers on the average, with parity incomes.

In 1952, when farm prices last averaged
100 percent of price parity, farmers received
only 52 percent of parity income. In 1956,
farmers received only 44 percent of parity
income.

Because farmers' production expenses tend
to be high and rigld and do not rise or fall
proportionately to changes in prices received
by farmers, most of any change in prices
received by farmers tends to add or detract
from their net income.

The parity income equivalent price will
be computed on a national average basis by
the Secretary, in accordance with a formula
set forth in the bill.

At the present time, the average person
living on a farm in the United States recelves
less than half as much income as the average
nonfarm person. The parity income equiva-
lent price for any farm commodity would be
that price which would give to farm people,
on the average, the same per capita income
as that received by nonfarm people. Accord-
ing to our caleulations, farm prices would
need to rise by about 40 percent in order to
yleld parity of income to our farming popu-
lation.

Prices of more than $5 per hundred pounds
for manufacturing milk would be required to
ralse the returns of dairy producers to parity
of income. This bill would provide for man-
datory protection to producers at not less
than B0 percent of the parity of income
equivalent prices. This is close to the parity
price as calculated under the present for-
mula—but somewhat less than full parity for
manufacturing milk as it was calculated be-
fore the formula was reduced by Secretary of
Agriculture Benson.

MILK MARKETING QUOTAS

The Secretary of Agriculture will proclaim
a production base and marketing quota for
milk when it appears that the average market
price for manufacturing milk during the mar-
keting year will fall below 80 percent of the
parity income equivalent price. The produc-
tion base for each farm will be the average
production for the preceding 3-year period.
The marketing quota will be calculated by
deducting 3 percent from the production base
of each farm for each 5 percent (about 26
cents) by which the average estimated mar-
ket price is less than 80 percent of the parity
income equivalent price.

Assuming that the estimated average free
market price for manufacturing milk in the
coming year were the same as the actual price
received by farmers in December 1957, the
marketing quota for each farm would be 88
to 91 percent of the production base.

PARITY INCOME DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS

The Secretary will make such payments to
each producer who complies with his milk
marketing quota as to be sufficient, when
added to the State average net price recelved
by producers, to give the producer a total
return equaling 80 to 100 percent of the parity
income equivalent price.

The objective is to protect the returns to
farmers at a level that will provide farmers,
on the average, with not less than 80 per-
cent nor more than 100 percent of parity of
income. Some farmers would receive more,
others less, depending on the number of
units they have to sell,

The total amount of parity income defi-
clency payments to an individual milk pro-
ducer would be determined as follows:

The protection level—expressed as a re-
turn per unit to be determined by the Sec-
retary between B0 and 100 percent of the
parity-income equivalent price;

Minus the State average net price re-
ceived in the marketplace by producers;

Times the number of units sold by the
producer, if not in excess of the individual
producer’s milk-marketing quota.
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At the present time, the national average
price received by farmers (in February,
1958) was $3.28 per hundred pounds. If
the parity-income equivalent price were
computed according to this bill, it would
provide for mandatory minimum protection
at about $4 per hundred pounds. Farm-
ers would receive payments of 72 cents per
hundred pounds to bring their total returns
to the production level of $4¢ per hundred
pounds—80 percent of the parity-income
equivalent price—or more, up to 100 percent
of the parity-income equivalent price if the
Secretary so decided.

QUOTAS WILL BOOST PRICES

The actual amount of payments under
this bill, of course, would be much lower,
because most of the price-boosting effect of
this program would be accomplished by re-
ducing the supply placed on the market.

Studies by agricultural economists have
found that the price received by farmers
for manufacturing milk tends to rise 1.4
percent or more for every 1 percent by which
the supply is decreased. In the case of fluld
milk, the price rises 5 percent for every 1
percent by which the supply is decreased.

This means that farmers can realize higher
gross and net incomes by reducing the vol-
ume of their marketings. This bill permits
farmers to employ this economic fact for
thelr own protection.

The reverse effect, of course, is also true—
that prices received by farmers decline faster
than they can increase their production, so
that Increased overall milk production can
lead only to reduced gross and net returns
to milk producers.

EFFECT ON INDIVIDUAL FARMERS' INCOME

If this bill were put into effect without
any additional programs to expand food con-
sumption, with a marketing quota for milk
of 88 percent of the individual farm base,
each producer who complied with his quota
would increase his gross income from milk
by about 12 percent. This 12-percent in-
crease in gross income represents the mini-
mum increase possible under this bill under
present market conditions.

The average dairy farm In eastern Wis~
consin would receive about $850 per year of
increased gross income, and the average dalry
farm in western Wisconsin would receive
an increase of about $710. Because some
production expenses could be cut by reducing
the volume of milk sold, this would actually
ralse the average Wisconsin farmer’'s net re-
turn on his capital and labor by at least
$1,000 per year.

If provisions for expanding food consump-
tion so that all Americans were assured of
adequate diets for good nutrition—such as
would be the case with a food-stamp plan
and expanded school lunch program provided
for in other bills which I have introduced—
then the gross incomes of dairy farmers would
be increased by a minimum of about 20 per-
cent under this Dairy Products Marketing
Act.

PROTECTING THE FAMILY FARM

This bill would give specific and deliberate
protection and encouragement to family-
sized farming operations. The limit on the
total of parity income deficiency payments
that any individual could receive would be
set at $3,000—which would allow even the
very largest genuinely family-operated dairy
farm to participate fully.

Provisions are made for adjusting market-
ing quotas for small producers who need to
expand in order to become economic opera-
tors. Marketing quotas would not be cut
lower than the minimum needed to operate
a family-sized farm. And quotas for smaller
producers would be ralsed in proportion to
those of larger producers.

PROGRAM COMPLETELY VOLUNTARY
Compliance with milk marketing quotas
would be completely voluntary, with no

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

penalty for noncompliance excepting in-
eligibility to receive parity income deficiency
payments.

BELF-FINANCING PLAN

(1) An import duty shall be levied on all
imports of manufactured dairy products,
ranging from 10 percent when the national
average market price is 80 percent or more of
the parity income equivalent price, up to
50 percent ad valoremm when domestic prices
are lower.

(2) A processing tax shall be levied on the
first purchaser from the producer of all milk
and butterfat sold, at a rate of not more
than 10 cents per hundredwelght on whole
milk or 215 cents per pound on butterfat.

Proceeds of these levies shall be pald to
the Treasury of the United States to the
account of the Secretary of Agriculture, and
may be drawn upon to reimburse the costs
of protection to the returns of milk pro-
ducers under this act. This self-financing
program would work in essentially the same
way as the present direct payments plan for
wool established by the present administra-
tion.

Most of the work of raising milk producers’
prices and incomes would be accomplished
by the effect of marketing quotas in reduc=
ing supplies on the market.

Studies indicate that these self-financing
provisions will be more than adequate to
cover the costs of parity income deflclency
payments under terms of this bill. If there
were full compliance with guotas, market
prices would rise approximately to the pro-
tection level. To the extent that quotas
would not be respected, the extent of eligi-
bility for payments would decrease, allowing
sufficlent funds to cover larger payments to
producers who comply with quotas.

PURCHASES OF DAIRY FRODUCTS FOR FUBLIC
PURFOSES

The Secretary is designated as the agent
of the Federal Government for purchasing
manufactured dairy products for the school-
lunch program, public institutional use, re-
lief programs within the United States and
abroad, the Armed Forces and Veterans' Ad-
ministration facilities. Such purchases shall
be made:

(1) So as to insure, Insofar as possible, that
temporary seasonal surpluses shall be re-
moved from normal commercial markets; and

(2) That the relationship between the
market prices of the various manufactured
dairy products shall be maintained during
such periods of temporary seasonal surplus
in reasonable accordance with the relation-
ship that exists during periods of normal
supply. The bill specifies that such pur-
chases shall include but not be restricted to
“butter; American, Swiss, and other foreign-
type cheeses; dried milk; canned, condensed,
concentrated, and evaporated milk,” thus
preventing the present discrimination against
producers of many of these products.

Surpluses of dairy commodities accumu-
lated prior to the effective date of this act
shall be insulated from commercial markets
for use only for public purposes.

NEW FRODUCERS

New producers may obtain a production
base (1) by transfer with the purchase or
lease of a farm from a farm operator who
has already established a base, or (2) by
producing milk or butterfat for 3 years, dur-
ing which he may market milk without any
restriction but will receive protection on his
returns on only 50 percent of his deliveries
of milk.

FEDERAL DAIRY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

This farmer-controlled committee shall
consist of 15 members to be appointed by
the President from a list of nominees elected
by a milk producers’ secret ballot. At least
12 members must be actual milk producers;
up to three may be officers or full-time em-

ployees of organizations of dairy producers.
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The committee shall have the duty of re=
viewing the status and operations of Gov-
ernment programs, and of presenting
recommendations both to Congress and to
the Secretary.
REFERENDUM OF MILK PRODUCERS

Prior to July 15, 1958, and prior to July
15 preceding any year for which marketing
quotas are proclaimed, the Secretary shall
conduct a nationwide referendum of milk
producers. If half of those voting approve of
the provisions of this program, it shall be put
into effect for the marketing year beginning
September 1. If half do not approve, the
present program shall continue.

DWIGHT S. SHARER—AMENDMENT

Mr. DOUGLAS submitted an amend-
ment, in the nature of a substitute, in-
tended to be proposed by him, to the bill
(5. 784) for the relief of Dwight S.
Sharer, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and ordered to
be printed.

AMENDMENT OF SOCTAL SECURITY
ACT, RELATING TO BENEFITS OF
WIDOWS—AMENDMENT

Mr. IVES submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by him, to the
bill (H. R. 5411) to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that a
widow or former wife divorced who loses
mother’s insurance benefits by remar-
riage may again become entitled if her
husband dies within 1 year of such re-
marriage, which was referred to the
Committee on Finance, and ordered to
be printed.

AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY
AMENDMENTS OF 19564, RELATING
TO COVERAGE FOR CERTAIN EM-
PLOYEES OF TAX-EXEMPT OR-
GANIZATIONS—AMENDMENT

Mr. IVES submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by him, to the
bill (H. R. 7570) to amend section 403
of the social security amendments of
1954 to provide social security coverage
for certain employees of tax-exempt or=
ganizations which erroneously but in
good faith failed to file the required
waiver certificate in time to provide such
coverage, which was referred to the
Committee on Finance, and ordered to be
printed.

AMENDMENT OF SOIL BANK ACT—
ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON]
may be added as a cosponsor of the bill
(S. 2937) to provide equitable treatment
for producers participating in the Soil
Bank program on the basis of incorrect
information furnished by the Govern=
ment, introduced by the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Muwnprl, on Jan-
uary 9, 1958.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
jection, it is so ordered.

‘Without ob=-
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REIMBURSEMENT TO STATES FOR
CERTAIN FREE OR TOLL ROADS—
ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
BILL

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, on March
10, 1958, I introduced the bill (S. 3429)
to authorize reimbursement to the
States for certain free or toll roads in
the Interstate System. I ask unanimous
consent that the names of my colleague,
the junior Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. PurtELL], and the Senator from
New York [Mr. Ives] may be added as
additional cosponsors of that bill, the
next time it is printed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jection, it is so ordered.

PROPOSED AREA ECONOMIC RE-
DEVELOPMENT ACT—ADDITIONAL
COSPONSORS OF BILL

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of March 11, 1958,

The names of Senators JAviTS, REVER-
comB, MANSFIELD, and CooPEr were added
as additional cosponsors of the bill (S.
8447) to establish an effective program to
alleviate conditions of substantial and
persistent unemployment and underem-
ployment in certain economically de-
pressed areas, introduced by Mr. PAYNE
(for himself and other Senators) on
March 11, 1958.

AMENDMENT OF LEGISLATIVE AP-
PROPRIATION ACT, 1956—ADDI-
TIONAL COSPONSORS OF AMEND-
MENT

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of March 11, 1958,

The name of Mr. Case of New Jersey
was added as an additional cosponsor
of the amendment intended to be pro-
posed by Mr. Crarx (for himself and
Senators ByYRrD, ROBERTSON, DoUGLAS,
SmrtH of New Jersey, FLANDERS, HumM-
PHREY, and Bearr) fo the bill (S. 2883) to
amend the Legislative Appropriation
Act, 1956, to eliminate the requirement
that the extension, reconstruction, and
replacement of the central portion of
the United States Capitol be in substan-
tial accord with scheme B of the archi-
tectural plan of March 3, 1905.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE REC-
ORD

On request, and by unanimous con=-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc.,
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

By Mr. NEUBERGER:

Address delivered by Senator CaurcH be-
fore the American Association of School Ad-
ministrators, San Francisco, Calif., March 9,
1958.

DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE JOHN
J. DEMPSEY, OF NEW MEXICO

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, it is with
a sense of deep regret that I announce
to the Senate at this time, the death on
yesterday at the George Washington Uni-
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versity Hospital of Hon. Joun J. DEmp-
sEY, late a Representative at Large from
my State of New Mexico.

Later in the day I shall submit a formal
resolution relative to his death, and have
something further to say concerning his
character and service as a Representa-
tive.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHAVEZ. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I wish to say that all
of us in New Mexico were profoundly
shocked by the news of the death of Mr.
DeEmpsSEY. As my colleague well knows,
he had been very active in our State for
a long time. He ran for office the first
time in 1934, at the time my colleague
first came to the Senate. He served our
State as Governor, and prior to that as
Under Secretary of the Interior. Of
course, as we know, he served several
terms in the House of Representatives.
All of us were deeply shocked to hear of
his death. I appreciate the announce-
ment by my colleague prior to the receipt
of the formal notice from the House of
Representatives,

Mr, CHAVEZ. It was my purpose to
delay any further remarks until formal
notice had been received from the House
of Representatives. Then I shall have
something further to say.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CHAVEZ, I yield to the majority
leader.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I have been
grieved by the knowledge of the condi-
tion of our beloved friend, Representa-
tive DeEmpseY; and I am distressed to
learn that he has passed away. For
many years, as my two colleagues from
New Mexico know, I served with Mr.
Demprsey as a Member of the House of
Representatives. Ihad great admiration
and affection for him. Mrs. Johnson
and I extend to his lovely wife Gladys
and members of his family our deepest
sympathy on this occasion. I appreciate
the Senator from New Mexico yield-
ing to me to make my statement.

Mr. CHAVEZ. As I have stated, I
shall have something more to say about
Representative DemMPsEY. For the
moment I thought I should withhold
any further remarks until formal notifi-
cation had been received from the House
of Representatives.

EXTENSION OF INTERNATIONAL
TRADE

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, it is
not often that the Eisenhower admin-
istration acts in a manner which is en-
couraging to those of us who believe in
an expansion of international trade.
Frequently, the administration supports
freer trade in speeches; while in actions
it appears to be primarily concerned

with appeasing those who are continu-
ally pressing for increased trade barriers.

On February 28, however, the admin-
istration acted affirmatively on a matter
of great importance to the future course
of America’'s foreign economic policy. I
refer to a decision announced by Defense
Mobilizer Gordon Gray on that date,
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that the administration has rejected
petitions by the domestic watch and
clock manufacturers for additional pro-
tection under the so-called defense es-
sentiality provisions of the 1955 Trade
Agreements Extension Act. It is en-
couraging, to say the least, to see the
administration, for once, talking and
acting in the same direction.

Less than 4 years ago, in June 1954,
the domestic jeweled-lever watch manu-
facturers became the first industry to be
singled out by the Office of Defense
Mobilization as essential to national se-
curity despite the fact that this industry
is minute compared to our basic mass
production industries. This device,
which increased tariffs by 50 percent was
so helpful to the watch firms that other
protectionist groups immediately wanted
to come under the defense essentiality
umbrella. A line quickly formed outside
ODM's door of more than a dozen in-
dustries which suddenly considered
themselves vital to America’s defenses,

In the spring and summer of 1956,
a subcommittee of the Joint Economic
Committee conducted a lengthy investi-
gation into the problems raised by de-
fense essentiality arguments and their
relationship to America’s basic policy of
encouraging trade among the free na-
tions. The subcommittee, of which I
was a member, used the watch industry
as a case study because of the precedent-
setting nature of the 1954 ODM decision.
One of our basic findings was that:

Protection of the watch industry by trade

restrictlons in the name of defense is un-
warranted.

Now, after 2 years of careful reexam-
ination of the problem Defense Mobi-
lizer Gordon Gray has reached this same
coneclusion.

Mr. President, the importance of this
recent decision by Defense Mobilizer
Gray goes far beyond the narrow inter-
ests of the watch and clock industry.
It raises hopes that the administration
will not permit the defense essentiality
provisions of the Trade Agreements Ex-
tension Act to become a sieve for pro-
tectionism, and that relief under this
section will be restricted to industries
which are truly vital to our national se-
curity. I hope that in the future we
will look back on this decision as mark-
ing the end of the vacillating attitude
of the Republican administration to-
zv::{-id efforts to broaden international

rade,

ACCELERATION OF CONSTRUCTION
OF INTERSTATE HIGHWAY SYS-
TEM AND OTHER FEDERAL-AID
HIGHWAY SYSTEMS

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, the Sub-
committee on Roads of the Senate Com-
mittee on Public Works is meeting today
to begin drafting new highway legisla-
tion which will permit acceleration of
construction of the Interstate System
and other Federal-aid highway systems.

I desire to invite the attention of the
Senate to the crucial importance of fair
and equitable reimbursement to States
which have already constructed sections
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of the Interstate System to the required
standards with either State or toll
financing.

On Monday of this week, I introduced
S. 3429, which is intended to provide
such reimbursement.

I have received a telegram from Hon.
Abraham A. Ribicoff, Governor of Con-
necticut, endorsing my bill, in answer to a
telegram I sent to him to inform him of
the fact that the Congress soon will be
considering highway legislation and re-
questing him to aler% the Governors of
other New England States to the impor-
tance of recognition of the reimburse-
ment principle.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that these telegrams be printed in
the REecorp, following these remarks, to-
gether with a statement which I made
yesterday before the Subcommittee on
Roads.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams and statements were ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:

MarcH 10, 1958.
The Honorable ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF,
Governor of Connecticut,
State Capitol, Hartford, Conn.:

Senator Jounson pressing for early action
on highway legislation. Public Works Com-
mittee holding open hearing tomorrow, and
executive session on Wednesday at which
time will probably start marking up bill
dealing with Interstate System and other
Federal-ald highways. Regard question of re-
imbursement for existing highways already
incorporated into Interstate System as cru-
clally important, and have introduced today
& bill to iImplement Clay committee’s recom-
mendations in this regard. Request you con-
tact other New England governors and urge
their support of reimbursement principle,
and that they file statements with commit-
tee. Text of my bill after enacting clause fol-
lows:

*“That 1t shall be the policy of the Federal
Government to equitably reimburse a State
for free or toll highways on the Interstate
System within its boundaries, the construc-
tion of which has been completed or partially
completed subsequent to August 2, 1947, or
which was either in actual construction, or
under construction by contract, for comple-
tion, awarded not later than June 30, 1957, if
such highway or partially completed section
thereof meets the standards required for the
Interstate System.

“Sgc. 2. If an existing free or toll highway
or partially completed sectlon of highway
which is located upon the Interstate System
and included in the report submitted to Con-
gress under section 114 of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 374) (H. Doe.
No. 301, 85th Cong.), is believed to measure
up to the standards of construction adopted
under section 108 (1) of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1956, a State may request of
the Secretary of Commerce that it receive
reimbursement for such highway, and the
State shall be entitled to recelve such re-
imbursement subject to the conditions of this
act. The Secretary of Commerce shall first
determine whether or not the highway, or
partially completed section of highway, meets
such standards. If he approves the same,
the Becretary of Commerce shall determine,
in accordance with the rules and regulations
issued pursuant to section 4 hereof, the
amount of reimbursement to which the State
is entitled based on the cost of such high-
way, less depreciation, and the total amount
of any Federal funds used in the construc-
tion of such highway. In each such de-

termination for a toll highway, the Secretary
shall also exclude from the cost of the high-
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way the cost of financing thereof and the
cost of any toll plazas, toll collection facili-
tles, and any other facilities not included
within the definition of the term ‘highway’
under Federal-aid highway legislation.

“Sec. 8. Any State entitled to reimburse-
ment under this act, whether for a toll or a
free highway or a partially completed section
of highway, shall use the funds so reim-
bursed, for construction of projects on the
Federal-aid systems, subject to the condition
that all Federal-ald highway funds appor-
tioned to a State under Federal-aid highway
legislation for the current fiscal year have
been expended within the meaning of sald
legislation. Whenever a State constructs
such projects with funds received as a result
of a reilmbursement under this act, all pro-
cedures and steps shall be taken in the same
manner as though such funds had been ap-
portioned under Federal-aid highway legis-
lation:

“Provided, That State matching funds shall
not be required; and

“Provided further, That the funds received
as a result of a reimbursement under this
act shall constitute the total Federal share
of any project upon which such funds are
expended. The BState shall obligate the
amount to which it is entitled to be reim-
bursed under this act within 5 years after
the time such amount is credited to it, and
any amount not so obligated shall lapse.

“Sec. 4. The Secretary of Commerce shall
establish such rules and regulations neces-
sary to carry out the purposes of this act.”

HarTFORD, CONN., March 11, 1958.
The Honorable PrescoTT BUusH,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

Fully endorse your bill implementing Clay
committee's recommendation for Federal re-
imbursement to States for existing highways
already incorporated into Interstate System.

Have asked other New England governors to
join me in supporting it and enlisting aid of
their Congressional delegations.

I consider bill important to interests of
Connecticut. It effectively gives failr consid-
eration to Connecticut for providing at its
own expenses and in the national interest
highway facilities such as the Connecticut
turnpike for Interstate System.

I appreciate your deep interest and stand
ready to lend every assistance. Please feel
free to make any use of this statement you
may deem advisable.

ABE RIBICOFF.

STATEMENT BY UNITED STATES SENATOR PRES-
cotT BUusH, oF CONNECTICUT, IN SUPPORT OF
S. 3429, A B To AUTHORIZE REIMBEURSE-
MENT TO THE STATES FOR CERTAIN FREE OR
ToLL RoADS ON THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM,
DELIVERED BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMIT-
TEE ON Roaps, MARCH 11, 1958

I am grateful for the opportunity to appear
before this committee to urge that, in draft-
ing new highway legislation, you provide for
fair and equitable reilmbursement to States
which have constructed sections of the Inter-
state System to the required standards with
elther State or toll financing.

This committee and the Congress have a
moral obligation to treat fairly those States
which had the courage and vislon to proceed
to finance by their own methods the construc-
tion of these urgently needed highways prior

to enactment of the Federal-Ald Highway Act
o.f 1056. Yet, unless legislation for reim-
bursement is enacted in the present session,
severe penalties will be Imposed against the
very States which made the most progress
in modernizing the Interstate System within
their borders.

Although many of us fought hard for the
principle of reimbursement when the 1956

act was under consideration, Congress
avoided a decision at that time. The bill as

passed by the House did recognize the need
for reimbursement. Amendments to the
Senate bill regarding reimbursement were
rejected. In the final outcome, the act con-
tained merely a declaration that it was the
intent of Congress to determine whether or
not reimbursement should be made to the
States for highways, toll or free, which have
been completed or put under construction on
the Interstate System between August 2,
1947, and June 30, 1957.

It is now time for Congress to make that
determination, and fairness and justice re-
quire that reimbursement be granted.

The Interstate System portions of the
Federal-Ald Highway Act of 1956 resulted, in
large part, from the recommendations of the
Fresldent's Advisory Committee on a Na-
tional Highway Program, headed by Gen.
Lucius D. Clay. The Clay committee recog-
nized that unless reimbursement were
provided, the fact that a radically new high-
way program was under consideration might
lead States to delay their plans for mod-
ernizing their interstate highways. Accord-
ingly, the Clay committee strongly recom-
mended reimbursement, and in the faith that
Congress would recognize the equity and jus-
tice of their position many States proceeded
with construction of their interstate high-
ways.

I quote the pertinent section of the Clay
committee’'s report:

“Some States have already constructed sec-
tions of the Interstate System to the required
standards with either State or toll financing
and others are proceeding along similar lines.
Buch construction should not be discouraged
by this report since our goal is maximum
highway improvement. Those States in
which sections of the Interstate System have
been provided to meet the presently estab-
lished standards for the completed system
should receive appropriate credit, provided
such funds are used to improve other roads
on established Federal-ald systems or as may
be approved by the Federal Government and
all other Federal funds for highway purposes
have been matched as required. No funds
should be made available as a credit for toll
roads unless the returns from tolls above
financing requirements are used exclusively
for road construction as contemplated above.

“To limit the Federal liability, credit for
roads bullt between 1947 and 1951 should be
limited not only to those sections fully
meeting the new standards but also to a
maximum of 40 percent of costs other than
financing. The credit for those roads com-
pleted prior to the calendar year 1955 should
be limited to 70 percent of such costs. In
no instance, would credit be given for Fed-
eral funds expended on the road or for toll
roads, in excess of remaining amortization.
Roads bulilt at a later date should be credited
at full cost.

“The funds thus made available to the
Btates will not only encourage matching of
available funds but will also make possible
accelerated improvement of primary, second-
ary, and other roads, and will encourage local
financing of interstate mileage to make funds
available for other roads without increasing
total Federal responsibility. They will be
paid to the States only as required to meet
the costs of projects approved for construc-
tion, and it thus appears would provide a
major incentive to the highway improvement
program as & whole.”

8. 3429, which I introduced in the Senate
on yesterday, is intended to implement the
Clay committee’s recommendations for
reimbursement,

Under its terms, all 48 States would bene-
fit, for all, to greater or lesser degree, have
constructed or have under construction free
or toll interstate highways which would
create eligibility for reimbursement. Among
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the States, 26, or more than half, have toll
facilities on the Interstate System, while the
remainder have constructed only free high-
ways.

My bill would:

1. Declare it to be the policy of the Federal
Government to equitably reimburse the
States for acceptable highways, free or toll,
incorporated into the Interstate System.

2, Authorize the Secretary of Commerce to
provide reimbursement, upon request of a
Btate, if he determines such highways meet
interstate standards. The amount of reim-
bursement would be limited to the cost of
the highway, less depreciation and the total
amount of any Federal funds used in its
construction. In the case of toll highways,
the reimbursement would be further reduced
by deductions for the cost of all auxiliary
facilities needed for its toll operation.

3. Permit the States to use funds so reim-
bursed for construction of projests on the
Federal-aid systems within their borders
without a requirement of State matching
funds.

It is equally important to recognize what
the bill would not do, particularly in respect
to the proposal for reimbursement for toll
roads:

1. It would not give any State a so-called
windfall because if the State had not had
the initiative to construect the highway, the
Federal Government would have had to
finance its construction with 90 percent Fed-
eral funds under the terms of the 1956 act,

2. It would not vlolate the prohibition
against use of Federal funds on toll high-
ways because any funds reimbursed would
have to be spent on FPederal-aid systems
which are toll free.

I strongly urge the committee to include
the provisions of my bill in any legislation
affecting the Interstate System which it may
report to the floor.

REDUCTION OR REPEAL OF AUTO-
MOBILE EXCISE TAXES

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, for
some time I have been reticent about
fully endorsing a reduction or repeal of
automobile excise taxes. One reason
was the psychological factor, that heavy
publicity on the subject might cause
potential buyers to hold off their pur-
chases until such a tax cut went into ef-
fect. The other, and most important
reason, was that we had no assurances
that the manufacturers would pass on
any such savings to the dealers and
then to customers.

Today, however, I received a tele~
gram from Mr. Harlow Curtice, presi-
dent of General Motors, which gives his
views on both these questions.

He suggests that the reduction or re-
peal be made retroactive to an early
date in March. Further, he promises to
Ppass on savings to the dealers, by stating:

Finally, with respect to any reduction or
elimination of excise taxes on any items
manufactured and sold by General Motors,
including motor vehicles, effective with the
enactment and effective date of legislation

for that purpose, General Motors will pass
along the savings resulting therefrom to its
distributors and dealers and will ask them
in turn to pass the savings on to the retail
customers.

This is the first official word I have
received from the automobile manufac-

turers that they favor repeal or reduec-
tion of the excise taxes. The assurance
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we have here, that the savings in taxes
will be passed on, and the suggestion to
make any repeal or reduction retroac-
tive, will offset the effect the psycholog-
ical thinking of some people might have
on an already bad situation.

I ask unanimous consent that the
telegram from Mr. Curtice be printed in
full in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

DeTtrorr, MicH., March 11, 1958,
United States Senator PAT MCNAMARA,
Senate Office Building,
Washingion, D. C.:

I endorse legislation designed to reduce or
eliminate excise taxes. However, if legisla-
tion designed to reduce or eliminate excise
taxes is publicized to potential purchasers
of the affected items, it will materially slow
up retail sales of automobiles, appliances, and
other items as soon as known and understood
by public and this condition will continue
until legislation is effective or abandoned.
Such a situation developed in the automobile
industry in Canada on the basis of a mere
rumor that the 1958 budget would eliminate
excise taxes on automobiles and retail sales
fell off sharply for a period of about 3 weeks
until the budget was published, necessitat-
ing the closing of some manufacturing
plants. Any such condition when the spring
seasonal upturn in the automobile, appliance,
and other markets should be developing
could have serious consequences. In view
of this suggest that any proposed legisla-
tion applicable to motor vehicles, refrigera-
tors, air conditioners, electric appliances, or
other items of substantial value immediately
be made retroactive to any early date In
March with provision for refund to manu-
facturer of applicable excise taxes subse-
quent to specified date, provided manufac-
turer, in turn, passes refund to distributors
and dealers on wholesale transactions and
the latter, in turn, pass refunds to customers
on retail transactions.

With respect to inventories in the hands
of dealers and distributors representing items
purchased from the manufacturer prior to
the specified date, a similar provision for
refund of the excise tax to the manufacturer
and by the manufacturer to the dealer should
be incorporated in legislation so that dealer
inventory may be ligquidated on the same
basis for dealer and his customers.

Finally, with respect to any reductlon or
elimination of exclse taxes on any items
manufactured and sold by General Motors,
including motor vehicles, effective with the
enactment and effective date of legislation
for that purpose, General Motors will pass
along the savings resulting therefrom to its
distributors and dealers and will ask them
in turn to pass the savings on to the retail

customers.
H. H. CURTICE,
President, General Motors Corp.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McNAMARA. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I merely wish to
say to the Senator from Michigan that
I have pending at the desk, for presenta-
tion in connection with the insurance
bill, an amendment dealing with the
automotive industry. I have some other
amendments, too, but I have one that
deals solely with automobiles and auto-
mobile parts. It would reduce by one=
half the amount of the excise tax on
automobiles and trucks, and would re-
duce by 5 percent the amount of the
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excise tax on parts. For automobiles,
the amendment carries an effective date
of March 1. Therefore, there would be
no slowing up or decline in sales of auto-
mobiles. With respect to parts, because
of the situation concerning inventories,
the reduction would be applicable in the
first succeeding month after the passage
of the bill.

It is my understanding that unem-
ployment in the automotive industry in
Detroit alone has reached about 200,000,
and 350,000 in the State of Michigan.

Mr. McNAMARA. That is correct.

Mr. ANDERSON. It is an extremely
serious situation, with which we should
deal directly. I am happy to see the
great interest in the matter on the part
of the junior Senator from Michigan.

Mr. McNAMARA. I thank the Sena-
tor from New Mexico. I assure the
Senate that this is a small step in meet-
ing this serious problem. What we
need, of course, is not only a reduction
or an elimination of the excise taxes, but
a reduction in the income tax for the
low-wage and middle-income groups,
and I shall continue to pursue a course
of action along that line in addition to
what I have indicated by these brief
remarks.

Mr. DOUGLAS subsequently said: Mr.
President, I should like to read into the
REcorp a telegram I have received from
L. L. Colbert, president of the Chrysler
Corp.:

Concerning your proposal to reduce the
Federal excise tax on automobiles, such a
reduction would stimulate business activity
in the entire United States economy by mak-
ing more of the consumer’s money available
for the purchase of goods of all kinds as well
as automobiles. In addition to the bene-
ficial effect upon the 1 out of every 6 busi-
nesses directly dependent upon the manu-
facture, distribution, servicing and use of
motor vehicles, any increased activity in the
automotive industry would be felt imme-
diately in the steel, textile, rubber, glass, and
machine tool industries which sell a large
portion of their products to the automobile
manufacturers,

Reduction of this tax must be made on
all cars now in dealers’ stocks. Protection
must be glven to purcha.sera between now
and the enactment date,

Since the manufacturer pays the excise tax,
we would, of course, reduce the cost of our
automobiles to our dealers accordingly, and
we will suggest to our dealers that they
pass this on to the retail customers.

Mr, President, it is my understand-
ing that the junior Senator from Mich=
igan [Mr. McNamara]l has already of-
ferred for the Recorp this morning a
telegram from H. H. Curtice, president
of the General Motors Corps., to the
same effect.

Mr. President, by consent of Repre-
sentative MacrHrowIcz, of Michigan, I
should like to report that Mr. Walter
Reuther, in a telegram to Mr. MACHRO-
wicz, states:

We wholeheartedly favor repeal—

Of the excise tax on automobiles—

if the full benefit of the elimination of the
tax is passed on to the consumers. Sales, pro-
duction and employment will increase with
great benefit to the automotive production
workers, which have been hard hit by the
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recession, and to the entire national econ-
omy. As a union, we are firmly committed
to conduct our collective bargaining on &
basis that will provide no legitimate justi-
fication for price increases. We offered some
months ago to bargain within the frame-
work of the economic position of the cor-
porations, that would result from a price
reduction that would average $100 per car.
The collective-bargaining program adopted
by our recent special convention is specifical-
1y designed to avoid any possibility that ac-
ceptance of our demands by the corporations
could be used as a basls or excuse for a
price Increase. We strongly urge repeal of
the excise and can assure you that nothing
we do in collective bargalning will compel
the automobile corporations to raise their
prices,
WaLTER P. REUTHER.

Mr. President, I noticed on the ticker
that the United Automobile Workers
have announced that since last fall 167,-
000 hourly workers in the automobile in-
dustry have been laid off.

I ask unanimous consent that sundry
telegrams which I received yesterday too
late for printing in the Recorp, from
manufacturers, supporting a decrease or
a repeal of excise taxes, be printed in the
REecorp at this point in my remarks.
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I should like to point out that one
of the telegrams comes from Charles H.
Percy, the brilliant young president of
Bell and Howell, a leading fund raiser
for the Republican Party.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

LincoLNwoob, ILL., March 11, 1958.
SENATOR PAUL DOUGLAS,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

I concur completely with you that the re-
moval of a wartime excise tax designed to
discourage consumption will be of great
benefit now in stimulating purchase and
therefore employment, however, if action is
to be taken it should be prompt. In 1949
when discussions were carried on in the
Congress about the removal of this tax con-
sumer and dealer purchases dried up walt-
ing for hoped-for lower prices and the pho-
tographic industry suffered one of the worst
years in its history. Thank you for your ac-
tion, Wires are going out immediately to
Senators.

CaUCK PERCY.

Cicero, ILL.,
March 11, 1958,
Hon. PavL H. DougLas,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Urge you continue your fight to repeal
appliance excise taxes as stimulant to de-
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pressed appliance business we feel strongly
this would bring timely upturn for spring
season.
W. F. ROGERS, i
President, Crown Stove Works.
CHICcAGO, TLL.,
March 11, 1958.
Hon. PauL H. DoUGLAS,
United States Senator,
Washington, D. C.:

We belleve manufacturers excise taxes on
photo equipment are burdensome and in-
equitable. Their elimination would benefit
& large segment of the consumer public. We
urge you to do everything in your power to
remove these taxes.

REVERE CAMERA Co.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
in the Recorp at this point a table I have
prepared to show the excise provisions
of the tax cut amendment which I in-
tend to propose to the life insurance tax
bill, H. R. 10021, when it comes up for
consideration, today or tomorrow. This
table shows the present rate of taxation
on the various items, how the tax is col-
lected, and the new rate which I propose,
as well as the estimated revenue loss.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp.
as follows:

Ezcise provisions of Douglas taz cul amendment

Revenue
loss as esti-
Ttem Present rate How collected at present New rate | mated in
fiscal year
1959 budget
1. Remﬁer’: excises: Percent Million
Bee. 4001: Watches and clocks below $100_ o ceeeeeeo--| 10 pement of selling price..-ceeaaa- Pnid by consumer to retailer $10.0
Sec. 4021: Toilet preparations......_..__. 10 percent tail [] 102.0
Bee. 4031: Luggage, gs, wallets, ete. e TR R SEY 2 L T do 0 60.0
2, Manufacturer’s excises:
Bee. 4061(a)(2): Passenger bil 107 e t (permanent rate 7 per- | Paid by manufacturer to Gover 5 500.0
cent).
Bec. 4061 (b): Auto parts and accessories (ineludes | 8 percent (permanent rate § per- do. 4 57.0
sml {br trucks). cent).
‘1. Refrigeration equipment, household type 5 percent Pald by turer 0
2. Afr conditioners.._ W 107 [ 0 } 4.0
Bee. 4121: cal, gas, and oil appllanm 5p t dn 0 75.0
Sec. 4141: Hadio an g’?i'v honographs, ot e o % #hd
- 0 AN OO0, s, ete. do. 0.
Sec. 4151: Musical fnstruinents. & .. do. } 0 179.0
mﬁe g} Bperting goods {Moept fishing equipment) 0. do. 0 10.0
c. -
1. OCamerasand AMMS. .o oo eiecamnas - a0, do. 0 |} 22.0
2. Projectors, still and motion, of h hold type--| 5 percent 0. 0
Sec. 4181: Pistols and rovolvers. 10 percent. do. 0 2.0
Sec. lll!l: Business sl o N AL LU s L el do..- o 3.0
Mechanical lighters, pencils, fountain and |.....do. o 0 1.0
"“'n?‘“mf”
atches:
1. Plain 2 cents per 1,000 but not more than do. (1] }
10 percent. 6.0
Fancy. 544 cents per 1,000. --e--do 0
3, Facilities and services
Bec, 4231 (1-6): &dmlshns of all kinds, including mu- | Varlous (20 percent cabaret).......| Paid by person paying admission; collected 0 100. 0
sicians cabaret. from proprietors.
Goné?nm:.muma
1. Tel md "ral leased wires, ete 10 percent Imposed on p paying for facility_ oo coeeeees B
2. Loeal telephone___________ do do 5 .0
a. \:lre and equipment service 8p do. 4
Tmﬂm fol 1}
Bec. 426 10p Paid by person making purchase; collected by 5| 107.5
AL 423 as transportation company.
1. Transportation of property other than coal..| 3 percent. Pﬁgnl‘w person making purchase of transporta- X}fl}mu
2. Transportation of €0Al...ceeeeeneeacssanesna=-] 4 CEDLS per ton do. m
"Mﬂm&ggssw&damdtbn 10 t Paidh Elersnn yin Iormoﬂtux. 0 6.0
X0, P g for use of bOX.accaauea o |
Bee, 4451: Playing cards 13 tsper pack. .o o oommmn| Mani B cturer’ sle”m ........................ ] 6.9
Bec. 4471: Oceunpation tax on bowling alleys and | $20 year per alley or table..... Oecupntionsl tax, Pa.ld by person owning or o L0
billiard tables, other minor provisions, leasing item,

12 cents per ton,




4070

PERSONAL STATEMENT BY SENA-
TOR MORSE—COMPENSATION TO
JEROME K. KUYEKENDALL

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I rise to
a point of personal privilege, and ask
unanimous consent that I may speak for
5 minutes on the point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the Senator from Oregon may proceed.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, last night
I raised a point of order in regard to an
amendment to the appropriation bill
which gave to Mr. Kuykendall, of the
Federal Power Commission, for services
not rendered, $3,000 of the taxpayers’
money. Although I was opposed to Mr,
Kuykendall's nomination and voted
against its confirmation, I hope I made
clear in debate last night, and if I did
not I wish to make it clear this morn-
ing, that the point of order was raised
in accordance with my consistent record
of seeking to protect the procedures and
the rules of the Senate of the United
States. I think substantive rights can
be no better than procedural rights. It
is the procedural rules of the Senate
that protect our substantive legislative
rights in the Senate.

I was satisfied last night that I was
completely right with respect to the facts
involved in this case, and those facts
have been confirmed this morning., I
have received a telephone message from
within the Federal Power Commission,
to the effect that Mr. Kuykendall did
not do one lick of work during the pe-
riod the confirmation of his nomination
was under consideration. In fact, Mr.
EKuykendall took the attitude at the
Federal Power Commission that he was
not in a position to do anything at the
Commission until his nomination was
confirmed, because he was out of office—
as, indeed, he was out of office. It was
pointed out his name had been taken
off the Federal Power Commission’s door.

Yet the fact remains that last night
there was added to an appropriation bill
a legislative amendment giving $3,000 to
Mr. Kuykendall for performing no work
for the taxpayers during the period of
time his nomination was under consider-
ation by the Senate. The action of the
Senate last night in overruling my point
of order without adequate time for study
demonstrates the error of our ways last
night of deciding rules of order by the
Senate rather than by the Parliamentar-
ian. Ispeak respectfully, but I do not like
the procedure we followed last night. We
did not have a ruling from the Parlia-
mentarian last night. I think it was
his responsibility. We ought to have
had his advice.

It gives me no satisfaction to have the
excuse presented that the Parliamen-
tarian did not have time to prepare a
ruling. We should have had a quorum
call so he could have had time. Those
of us who engage in these procedural
controversies are entitled to the advice
of the expert we pay to sit in the Senate
at all times to advise us what the rules
are. Although the majority can hide
behind rule XX and say that a presiding
officer can refer a point of order to the
Senate for decision, the faet remains
that the point of order I raised is so
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important to the protection of our pro-
cedural rights in the Senate that the
Senate should have insisted upon a rul-
ing through the Chair from the Parlia=
mentarian. The rules of the Senate are
too precious to the legislative rights of
the American people to be treated as we
treated rule XVI last night. The fact
remains that what we did was dip into
the pockets of the taxpayers, take out
$3,000, and give it to a man who never
performed a lick of work for the $3,000.
The amendment of the Appropriations
Committee was clearly a private claim
bill for Mr. Kuykendall.

I call attention this morning to rule
XVI of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, which was pointed out to me by the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
son]. Section 5 of that rule reads:

No amendment, the object of which is to
provide for a private claim, shall be received
to any general appropriation bill, unless it
be to carry out the provisions of an existing
law or a treaty stipulation, which shall be
cited on the face of the amendment.

I think that is a pretty conclusive rule.
What happened last night was a good
example of what occurs when there is
immediately referred to the Senate, in
the heat of debate, the question of inter-
preting a rule of the Senate. Of course,
we need time to study such a technical
matter before we rule onit. That is why
we should have had a quorum call last
night after I raised my point of order
s0 the Parliamentarian could study the
rules. The Parliamentarian can point
out what the rules are to those of us who
may not know of some technicality or
precedent. That is what should have
happened last night. Instead of taking
our time for a careful ruling we have
established an exceedingly bad prece-
dent. I am speaking this morning so
that in future references which may be
made to it in the Senate it will have been
made clear that the case was not what
it may have seemed to be when the Sen-
ate took action on the point of order I
raised last night.

In my opinion, there was a procedure
we should have followed. Section 1 of
rule XVI reads as follows:

All general appropriation bills shall be re-
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations,
and no amendments shall be received to any
general appropriation bill the effect of which
will be to increase an appropriation already
contained in the bill, or to add a new item
of appropriation, unless it be made to carry
out the provisions of some existing law, or
treaty stipulation, or act, or resolution pre-
viously passed by the Senate during that
session; or unless the same be moved by di-
rection of a standing or select committee of
the Senate, or proposed in pursuance of an
estimate submitted in accordance with law.

The record is perfectly clear. The
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce of the Senate adopted no
such motion as is referred to in rule
XVI. What is the purpose of the re-
quirement for such action by the com-
mittee? One of the purposes of such a
procedural rule is to make certain that
some knowledge circulates through the
Senate, through our friends on various
committees, as to what a committee is
doing. If the Interstate Commerce
Committee had followed rule XVI and
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taken the formal action required by the
rule some of us could have appeared be-
fore the Appropriations Committee and
asked for an investigation of what Mr.
Euykendall had done for the $3,000.
That is one of the purposes of the rule.

The talk last night about substantial
compliance with rule XVI was an at-
tempt to escape from what we ought to
have done. Some of us were willing to
have action postponed until this morn-
ing, so that the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce could have had a
meeting and could have taken formal
action, this would have enabled some of
us to appear before the Appropriations
Committee and have asked the commit-
t2e some pertinent questions about what
services Mr, Kuykendall had performed
for the $3,000.

As the Recorp will show, I stated time
after time last night that I wanted to
know what Mr. Kuykendall had done
for the money—I am advised he did not
do anything. I felt the taxpayers ought
;,o know what they were paying $3,000

or.

Such a committee hearing would have
raised another point, about which I do
not have a fixed opinion, because I do
not know all the facts. That point is
whether or not, under existing rules, be-
cause the appointment was for a 5-year
period, the appointment was retroactive
back to the time the previous appoint-
ment ended. I am openminded about it,
but we need time to go into such ques-
tions and find out what the facts are.

This case illustrates the vital impor-
tance of the rule that the Appropria-
tions Committee should not turn itself
into a superlegislative committee, I am
not speaking without the knowledge of
the chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations this morning, because I
told him I was going to discuss this mat-
ter and I asked him to be present on the
floor of the Senate for this discussion.
He was present on the floor a few min-
utes ago. I have violated no courtesy so
far as the Senator from Arizona [Mr,
HavpEN] is concerned. He knows my
deep conviction about the question. I
warn the Senate that it had better be
on guard whenever it is proposed to
make exceptions to its precious proce=
dural protections set forth in the rules.

I speak respectfully about the Appro-
priations Committee. I have been a
Member of the Senate 13 years. We
have to be constantly on guard about a
tendency that crops up periodically to
turn the Appropriations Committee in-
to a superlegislative committee. The
rule is that the Appropriations Commit-
tee has one primary function, namely,
to pass on appropriations in accordance
with authorization bills already enacted
by Congress. I do not intend to vote to
suspend the rules or vote to make an
exception to the rules so that the Ap-
propriations Committee can function as
a legislative committee.

‘The action of the Appropriations Com-
mittee was clearly wrong on the face of
it. Anyone who can read the rules can
see that. There ought to have been a
quorum call so that the Parliamentarian
could have had the time to check the
rules and advise the Presiding Officer,
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instead the Senate permitted an act of
buckpassing last night.

When action on such a procedural
question is taken in the heat of debate,
it is likely to be action which will not be
in accordance with the true meaning of
the rules. I am sure that if the Par-
liamentarian had suggested to the Pre-
siding Officer that he needed time to
examine the rules in respect to my point
of order the Chair would have seen to
it that a quorum was called thereby giv-
ing the Parliamentarian the time he
needed to check the rules.

This is not a matter of politics, Mr.
President. I wish to say, as I close, that
in my judgment what the record shows
is further evidence why we ought to be
going forward with an investigation of
the Federal regulatory bodies. It is un-
fortunate that the Senate becomes in-
volved in such complicated procedure
as occurred last night, because I happen
to think that the Federal Power Com-
mission should also be investigated.
There is great cause for a thoroughgo-
ing investigation of the Federal Power
Commission including Mr. Kuykendall.

There is a resolution pending before
the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, with regard to an in-
vestigation of regulatory bodies, but
some members of the commitfee have
told me it has been sidetracked; it has
been put aside, or, to use a descriptive
term, in effect it is in a deep freeze.

I desire to say now that either the res-
olution ought to be pursued by the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, or some other committee with
jurisdiection ought to proceed on its own.
The Senate committee which has the ob-
ligation of considering the confirmation
of the nominations of members of these
commissions certainly owes to the peo-
ple of this country a duty to have an in-
vestigation of such regulatory bodies, in-
cluding the Federal Power Commission.
We should not be giving away $3,000 of
the taxpayers’ money to the Chairman
of the Commission for doing nothing.

I am sorry we have muddied the water
a bit, in my judgment, by the action of
the Senate with respect to one of the
regulatory bodies, by the appropriation
of $3,000 to be paid to a man as a gift,
to which he is not entitled, and for
which he performed not a lick of work,
if I am correctly advised. I think it was
a great mistake for us to do that last
night by way of an exception to the very
sound and seasoned rule that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate
should not function as a legislative com-
mittee.

Mr. ANDERSON rose.

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator
from Oregon not remember the many
times when he and I have joined in an
effort to change the rules of the Senate
with regard to cloture, and how many
times we have been told how sacred the
rules are? Despite that, by a vote of 50
to 29, the Senate has said in effect, “We
do not care what the rules are. This
guy wants $3,000. Let him have it.”
There was fixed up a little amendment to
take care of it in complete violation of
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the rules of the Senate which provide
that legislation cannot be added to an
appropriation bill.

Mr. MORSE. Ithink the Senator does
well to point that out.

I have made my point, Mr, President,
unless there are further questions, and I
shall yield the floor.

Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator
from Oregon regard such an action in
effect as action on a private claim?

Mr. MORSE. There is no question
about the matter being a private claim.
It was tacitly admitted in the debate
last night it was such a claim, and it was
tacitly admitted in the debate that the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce did not take any formal ac-
tion under rule XVI and it was facitly
admitted in the debate last night that
Mr. Kuykendall was out of office during
the period his nomination was under
consideration. Despite that, the matter
was brought up by way of an amend-
ment, without there being a hearing and
without there being provided an oppor-
tunity for those who wanted to testify
against the proposal to appear before the
committee, to tell why they think such a
course of action should not be followed.

It is by such procedures that rules are
ruined. That is the way to destroy the
procedural rights of Senators. What we
ought to do is take time, when we face
a situation like that.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macnuson] suggested that we should
take some more time. He outlined a
proposal. I was willing to go along with
the proposal, which would have brought
the matter before the committee this
morning. As Senators know, there were
objections to that suggestion made by
the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macenuson]l. Furthermore, I would
stress the point that subsection 5 of rule
XVI is a direct prohibition to providing
for private claims on an appropriation
bill unless they involve the carrying out
of the provisions of an existing law or
treaty stipulation. Even in such cases
that fact must be cited on the face of
the amendment. Clearly the $3,000 gift
to Kuykendall does not meet the require-
ments of subsection 5 of rule XVI. Fur-
thermore, I contend that the clear, pre-
cise language of subsection 5 of rule
XVI overrides the argument of the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee [Mr. HavypEn] that under sub-
section 1 of rule XVI a standing com-
mittee or a select committee of the Sen-
ate can, in effect, empower the Appro-
priations Committee to add a legislative
amendment to an appropriation bill if
such a standing committee or select
committee, by formal motion passed by
said committee, so recommends. I con-
tend that a private-claim amendment is
absolutely prohibited by subsection 5 of
rule XVI unless it is to ecarry out the
provisions of an existing law or treaty
stipulation.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Is it not also true that, by the action
which was taken, there was an indica=
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tion of knowledge that there was no law
on the statute books under which to pay
this gentleman?

Mr. MORSE. That is my position. I
should like to get to the bottom of the
situation. I have raised the point as to
whether a case could be made for paying
him for doing no work, on the basis that
the effective date of appointment might
have dated back to the time his last term
ended.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Is it not also true that, if there were a law
upon the statute books, it would be un-
necessary to put the provision in an
appropriation bill?

Mr. MORSE. Yes. Let me say that if
we had been talking about Mr. X and not
Mr. EKuykendall—somebody who had
never served on the Federal Power Com-
mission—my curbstone judgment would
be that his pay would have started from
the day his nomination was confirmed.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. ENOWLAND subsequently said:
Mr. President, I do not intend to delay
the Senate or prolong the discussion
which was begun by the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morse] today, except to say
that in my judgment the action which
the Senate took was in conformity with
the rules of the Senate.

I also wish to say, as a matter of ob-
servation, that in 13 years in this body
and 6 years in the Legislature of Cali-
fornia, I have never known a Parliamen-
tarian who performed his duties more
diligently and faithfully than does our
able Parliamentarian. He functions
without the slightest touch of partisan-
ship of any type. The same observation
applies to his assistant.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi=
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I know
nothing about any discussion which may
have occurred today, but I certainly as-
sociate myself with the last statement by
the Senator from California.
1:C'Mr. ENOWLAND. I thank the Sena-

T,

With respect to a great many ques-
tions regarding the rules, there are, of
course, honest differences of opinion.
Sometimes there are conflicting prece-
dents in the Senate. Not only our rules,
but our precedents, are taken into con-
sideration by the Senate in matters re-
lating to the rules of this body.

However, I submit that the action
taken by the Appropriations Committee
was taken with the full knowledge and
approval—and, as a matter of fact, the
recommendation—of a standing legisla-
tive committee, through its chairman,
who made that fact perfectly clear on
the floor of the Senate yesterday.

At the time the point of order was
raised by the Senator from Oregon, under
the rules of the Senate, the then Presid-
ing Officer had the opportunity either to
make a ruling at that time or to submit
the question to the Senate for decision.
He chose, under the rules, to follow the
latter procedure, which is provided for in
the rules.

The Senate, after listening to the dis-
cussion, by a vote of 50 to 29, determined
that, in its judgment, based upon the
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facts presented, the point of order was
not well taken.

Certainly no Senator was foreclosed
from making his views known. There
can be no challenge on the ground that
the then Presiding Officer was not within
his rights and within the precedents of
the Senate in submitting a point of order
to the Senate.

Senators may honestly differ, as they
have done during the long history of the
Senate; but I know of no rule of the Sen-
ate which would permit the Parliamen-
tarian or any other employee of the Sen-
ate to address the Senate on his own
motion, on matters before the Senate.

I think the Senate is perfectly com-
petent to pass upon questions of this kind.
The Parliamentarian faithfully advises
the chair on subjects with respect to
which he is called upon for advice. In
most cases the chair may follow the ad-
vice of the Parliamentarian. There may
be some cases in which the chair does
not follow the advice of the Parliamen-
tarian.

Be that as it may, I merely wished to
set the REcorp straight so far as I was
concerned.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
certainly do not wish to prolong this
particular argument either, except to say
that, after considering the question over-
night, I think it is more clear than it
was last night that the provision in
question was legislation on an appropria-
tion bill. I think it is a very dangerous
practice for the Senate to lay aside its
rules whenever it sees fit to do so, espe-
cially when the particular case appears
to involve largely partisan considera-
tions.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I had intended last night to asso-
ciate myself with the viewpoint ex-
pressed by the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas in connection with his
vote on that aquestion last evening., I
should like to do so at this time.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I appreciate the
statement of the Senator from Texas.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr, President, I
certainly agree with the statement of the
Benator from Arkansas.

There is one thought that has been
passing through my mind. This partic-
ular provision was added to the bill as
a Senate amendment. It will be sub-
ject to consideration by the conferees.
I hope the conference committee will give
Very serious consideration to the points
which have been so well raised.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
think the Senator from Alabama has
made a very good suggestion. As I
stated last night, I voted for the con-
firmation of the nomination of Mr. KEuy=-
kendall. I have no disposition to criti-
cize him; but I think whatever happens
to his appropriation or reimbursement is
of far less importance than the main-
tenance of the rules of this body, because
if they were not maintained, the Senate
could become g disorganized and undis-
ciplined group, which I think would be
very dangerous to the stability of the
country.
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DAIRY PRICE SUPPORTS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, only
20 days now remain until Secretary Ben-
son’s order to cut dairy price supports
will go into effect. I have today received
a telegram from a group in my State of
‘Wisconsin, who are one of many groups
who will suffer severely if the proposed
cut goes into effect on April 1, I shall
read the telegrams. It comes from the
Secretary of the Chamber of Commerce
of Pulaski, Wis. If says:

The Pulaski Chamber of Commerce of
Pulaski, Wis., is opposed to any cut in the
dalry support prices until a new satisfactory
dairy program is formulated and put into
force.

Mr. President, I wish fo point out that
the telegram does not come from a farm
group or from farmers who would be
helped by stopping Secretary Benson’s
order. On the contrary, it comes from
a chamber of commerce. I may say that
this is one of several chambers of com-
merce in Wisconsin which have sent me
telegrams and letters asking that I do
everything in my power to prevent the
destructive order of Secretary Benson
going into effect.

I may point out, too, that this is not
only the attitude of the business people
of Wiscensin, as evidenced by telegrams
I have received from chambers of com-
merce, but it is also the attitude of the
working people of Wisconsin. They, too,
have let me know that they strongly op-
pose cutting dairy price supports. Their
protest is the kind of protest I am sure
people all over the country would reg-
ister if they could only know the effect
the cut would have on our total econ-
omy, at a time when 5,175,000 people
are unemployed. The proposed cut in
dairy price supports will surely increase
the number of unemployed and injure
our economy further.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
was interested in the telegram read by
the Senator from Wisconsin, because,
contrary to Secretary Benson’s position,
it indicates that there is unity between
the future welfare and well-being of the
farmer and of businessmen and workers.
As the distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. HvmeeEREY] pointed out yes-
terday, the tactic of Mr. Benson is to di-
vide and conquer, to give preference to
one particular commodity for the time
being, but in the end to sink them all.
The tactic of Mr. Benson is also to travel
up and down the country to tell the busi-
nessmen that the farmers are respon-
sible for the condition in which they find
themselves, and to tell the workers that
they are the ones to blame for the diffi-
culty in which the farmers find them-
selves.

I am delighted that the telegram from
the Chamber of Commerce was read to
the Senate this morning, because it is a
recognition of the fact that if something
is not done to give a reasonable degree of
security to the farm economy, the busi-
nessman on Main Street will also suffer
at the same time. I think the Senator
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from Wisconsin has performed a useful
service.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator
from Montana for his remarks. I have
talked with many of the farmers of Wis-
consin, and most of them recognize that
the farmers of the Nation must stick to-
gether, because whatever hurts the cot-
ton farmer in Alabama or the wheat
farmer in Montana will hurt the dairy
farmer in Wisconsin. The farmers un-
derstand that the only way to have an
effective farm program, one which will
protect not only the farm economy but
also the entire economy, is to have the
representatives of the farmers from all
the States recognize that they have a
common interest, and to act accordingly.

~ PLIGHT OF AGRICULTURE IN
ALABAMA

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the
farmers in my State of Alabama have
suffered immensely during the last 6 or
7 months from heavy rains, excessive
freeze, and an unsympathetic Secretary
of Agriculture.

Only yesterday, the Senate voted $250
million in order that the Federal Govern-
ment might keep faith with the farmers
of Alabama and the Nation in the acre-
age-reserve program, a program which
is not limited to cotton, but which ex-
tends to all commodities.

In no sense can this move be consid-
ered a remedy for the problems besetting
our farmers, especially those in Alabama
and the South generally. The most that
can be said is that yesterday's appropria-
tion was a stopgap move with more com-
prehensive legislation to follow.

The situation in Alabama is especially
grim, as the noted syndicated columnist,
Drew Pearson, pointed out in the Bir-
mingham News of Saturday, March 8,
1958. I ask unanimous consent that this
timely article be printed in the REcCorD
following my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

GEIM ALABAMA GRroUP TeELLS OF FARMERS'
PLIGHT
(By Drew Pearson)

WasHINGTON, March 8—Ten grim-faced
Alabama State legislators made a pilgrimage
to Washington this week to lay before Con-
gress the life-or-death situation confronting
cotton farmers in the Southeast.

The picture was a solemn one, summed up
in the words of a cotton farmer, E. F, Maul-
din, of Leighton, Ala., now serving as a con-
sultant to the State legislators.

“Our farmers are more demoralized than
ever before,” Mauldin told the House Agri-
culture Committee. "They find farm labor
gone, their tenants vanished or barely exist-
ing, their plows rusting, their tractors down,
their mules converted to dog meat, their
flelds vacated and lylng idle, their rural
communities disappearing, and their country
homes, churches, and schools standing va-
cant like corroded monuments to haunt the
memory of what once was a cherished and
respected way of life.”

The causes are low prices and a gigantic
35-percent slash, since 1953, in the number
of acres allowed to be planted in cotton
under Secretary Benson's flexible-support
system. For, as the Nation's cotton surplus
mounts, the acres planted to cotton are cut.
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Meanwhile, the Southeast—Alabama, Geor-
gia, Mississippi, North and South Carolina—
has borne the brunt of the decline, while the
acreage of such Western States as California,
Arizona, and New Mexico has fared propor-
tionately better.

INDIVIDUALS DON'T COUNT

This is because a State’s share of the na-
tional cotton acreage is based upon its aver-
age acreage in the preceding 5 years. And
with poor cotton farmers in the Southeast
abandoning the soil for city jobs, Alabama's
allotment has decreased, which has penalized
farmers remaining on the soil. For, when
their neighbor quits cotton farming, other
farmers get their acreage cuts, so that some
individual allotments have been cut 70 per-
cent since 1953 In coritrast to the national
acreage decrease of only 35 percent.

The trouble, says Mauldin, is that Ben-
son’s plan reckons in terms of States and
counties. The fate of the individual farmer
is crassly ignored.

Result: In Alabama 125,000 farmers have
signed up with the State employment serv-
ice for off-farm jobs. One tractor dealer re-
ports he sold 60 tractors in 1955, only 32 In
1956, and just 14 in 1957.

Most of the 14 he sold In 1857 had to be
repossessed when farmers couldn't meet
their payments.

Ginners, bankers, crushers, farm laborers,
fertilizer manufacturers, warehousemen,
and cotton merchants are all affected.

CITY JOBS DON'T HELP

According to Maynard Layman, farm edi-
tor of the Decatur Daily, the solution 1s not
in moving farmers off the land. What Ala-
bama needs, he says, is more marginal farm-
ers, not fewer. He points out that it doesn’t
solve anything for farmers to sell out and
move to the city. There they merely add to
unemployment rolls and create all kinds of
social problems. Moreover, in many cases
it's just plain impossible for a man who has
been a farmer all his life to make the shift
to city life at the age of 45 or 50.

“A pestilence has been visited upon the
land of cotton,” farmer Mauldin told the
House committee. He proposed these solu-
tions:

1. An increase in cotton-acreage allot-
ments, not across the board by State, but
just enough to guarantee every farmer his
historic share of the Nation's production.

2. A Brannan plan for cotton, whereby all
American cotton would be sold without
price supports at the normal level. By let-
ting the price seek its own level, cotton
would better compete with nylon, dacron,
and other syntheties. Instead of price sup-
ports, farmers would receive direct produc-
tion payments to the extent necessary to
raise their income to parity with industrial
workers.

Note—The soil bank hasn't helped. A
total of 70,000 Alabama farmers were frozen
out of the soil bank by insufficient soil bank
funds, many of them after they had sold
their implements. Even if Congress appro-
priates more soll bank funds, it won't help
the thousands of farm owners and tenant
farmers whose jobs disappear whenever an
acre of land goes into the soil bank.

WORK ON GREAT LAKES HARBORS
AND CONNECTING CHANNELS

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, it is es-
sential that vital public works are, indeed,
accelerated in order to pick up the slack
in America’s economy.

As we realize, and has been pointed
out on many occasions by our good
friend, the able majority leader [Mr.
JornsoN of Texasl, there is a very con-
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siderable shelf of public works. We must
now take off that shelf those essential
projects which previously we had not ex-
pected to be able to turn to until a much
later date, because of budgetary prob-
lems.

Of course, there is still a limitation on
the amount of public works which can
now be speeded up.

None of us enjoys the possibility of a
huge Federal deficit in the remainder of
the 1950 fiscal year, or in the 1960 fiscal
year.

Nevertheless, the more acute problem
of five and a quarter million Americans
unemployed is one which can hardly fail
to receive anything but our full atten-
tion.

In my judement, one of the most im-
portant of all jobs which can be done is
to take action on that mighty artery
which serves the valley of the Great
Lakes and, thereby, literally more than
one-fourth of the American people.

MORE FUNDS NEEDED FOR CHANNELS

So I say, specifically, that the Corps
of Engineers should receive sufficient
funds to speed action on the Grea* Lakes
connecting channels and Great Lakes
Harbor improvement.

In the spring of 1959, the St. Lawrence
Seaway, as far as Lake Erie, will be
opened. But from the spring of 1959
until the year 1962, or 1963, or 1964, the
fact is, unfortunately, that instead of
27-foot draft beyond Lake Erie, there
will be a continued limitation, by and
large, of 25 feet on down bound and 21
feet on upbound traffic.

Time is of the essence in making fuller
use of the Great Lakes artery, If we
use the artery to the fullest, there will
be more economic health, fuller employ-
ment, more purchasing power. Allow
the artery to remain narrow, and the
reverse will be the case.

The Corps of Engineers has the defi-
nite capability of speed action on the
channels. We must enable it to use that
capability.

We of the upper Middle West must
not be denied access to the connecting
channels for another 5 or more years.
We of Michigan, Wisconsin, and Minne-
sota are entitled to speed in this respect.

Fortunately, the overall seaway out-
look is inereasingly promising.

FOUR HUNDRED AND FORTY-EIGHT THOUSAND

TONS FROM 11 LAKE PORTS

As proof of that fact, I should like to
cite an important statement made by
Marvin Fast, executive director of the
Great Lakes Commission.

This statement was published in the
February 27 issue of the Journal of Com-
merce. The article proves, for example,
the enormous tonnage—448,00C short
tons which moved overseas from merely
11 Great Lakes ports in 1957.

But it also proves that the ports them-
selves, through local action and through
Federal and State action, must improve
their own capability.

That is why I urge a speeding up in
Federal assistance for harbor improve-
ment along the Great Lakes. That in-
cludes, of course, assistance to the many
Wisconsin cities which are ready. willing,
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and eager to carry their share of the
load, if the Federal Government will give
reasonable assistance to them.

S. 497 INADEQUATE SO FAR AS LAKES CONCERNED

In conclusion, Mr. President, I say in
all frankness that the bill, S. 497, which
passed the House yesterday in amended
form, and which would authorize nu-
merous construction, repair and other
public works on rivers and harbors for
navigation and flood control is sadly in-
adequate, as far as the Great Lakes are
concerned. Supplementary action by
way of additional legislation will in my
judgment be essential in view of the 5%
million Americans unemployed. Action
must provide increased assistance to the
Great Lakes area.

I send to the desk the text of Mr. Fast's
article, and ask unanimous consent that
it be printed in the body of the RECORD
at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcogrb,
a. follows:

ToNNAGE Up 10 PERCENT—MORE OVERSEAS
TRAFFIC GOING VIA GREAT LAKES

(By Marvin Fast, executive director,
Great Lakes Commission)

Preliminary tonnage statistics on the over-
seas trade of the Great Lakes ports point to
further growth In this commerce in 1857.
Unofiiclal figures compiled from reports by
11 United States port agenices indicate over=
seas traffic at their facilities totaled approxi-
mately 448,400 short tons. This represents
an increase of about 41,600 tons, or 10.2 per-
cent, over the tonnage exported and imported
through their terminals in 1956.

Only partial data for 1957 has been reported
by Chicago, which in 1956 accounted for 41.7
percent of the 574,152 tons shipped to and
from overseas points through the United
States lake ports. Preliminary reports indi-
cate facilities of the Chicago regional port
district on Lake Calumet increased their ton-
nage from about 85,600 tons in 1966 to ap-
proximately 112,000 tons last year. Not yet
reported are the 1057 overseas commerce
moved through other Chicago facilities,
which in 19566 handled nearly two-thirds of
the city's overseas tonnage. Indications are,
however, that these facilitles, too, Increased
their overseas volume and that the total
increase for all of the United States lake
ports in 1957, consequently, may exceed
50,000 tons.

Overseas tonnage for 1857 reported by the
11 United States ports, along with official
1956 figures, are as follows:

Total overseas
tonnage
Port

1056 1057
Buffalo. B, 678
Cleveland 57,488 | 76,168
Detroit 90,348 | 70,870
Duluth-Superior- cceeeeeeeeeceemmee- 7,407 2,655
Cireen Bay. ... __.ol_lc. , 188 | 53,090
Lake Calumet (Chicago)! 85,642 | 112, 000
Menominee 1888 oo s L
Milwaukee. 039 | 64,054
Muskegon - 15,048 | 17,382
Bouth Haven 13,754 | 10,435
Toledo. 17, 096 100

1 Includes only Chicago reglonal port district terminal,

The largest tonnage increase in 1957 at
the United States lake ports reported to date
occurred at Chicago's Lake Calumet faclli-
ties. Substantial tonnage increases also
were scored by Green Bay, Cleveland, and
Toledo. Percentagewise Toledo made the
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biggest Increase, followed by Green Bay,
Cleveland, and Chicago.
CANADIAN OVERSEAS TRADE

Preliminary information available from
Canadian lake ports suggests Canadian’s
overseas trade through the Ontario lake
ports also may have reached a new high in
1057. Tonnage statistics for last year have
been reported only by Toronto and Hamil-
ton but both ports surpassed 1956 totals by
substantial amounts. Toronto's overceas
trade increased from 158,073 short tons in
1956 to 200,395 tons. Hamilton's 1957 figure
totaled 41,697 tons as compared to 32,769
tons in the previous year. The combined
inerease of the two ports—which in 1956
accounted for more than 63 percent of the
overseas commerce of the Canadian lake
ports—was approximately 50,000 tons or
about 26 percent.

PROSPECTS

Prospects for an even more remarkable
expansion of the overseas trade of the Great
Lakes ports are bright. Opening of 27-foot
navigation at the start of the 1959 shipping
season will open the door to saving in trans-
portation costs even more significant than
those already demonstrated by the volume
of commerce now using the Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence route. Effects of the seaway’s im~
pact also will be felt in 1958 as both ship-
pers and steamship lines explore more seri-
ously than ever the potentials of the Great
Lakes-St. Lawrence route.

Indeed the crucial question appears to be
whether the lake ports as a whole are mak-
ing adequate preparation to handle a po-
tential tonnage greatly in excess of existing
commerce. Dr. John L, Hazard of Michigan
State University and former consultant to
the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Cor-
poration has suggested that facilities avail-
able at the Great Lakes ports and their
traffic development programs, rather than
any limitation of the seaway route or any
limit on exports which can utilize the route
with economiec advantage, will be decisive in
determining the actual future overseas ton-
nages of the Great Lakes ports. Only the
ports adequately equipped for the commerce
which will seek to use the seaway, he pre-
dicts, will realize fully their potential im-
portance as ports in overseas trade.

Whether the port cities will be ready will
depend in part on their recognition of the
importance of improved port facilities and
of strong traffic promotional programs to
their economy. A serious limitation on the
future of the lake ports may be the pre-
vailing view that the port operation and
facilities should be entirely self-sustaining.

On the basis of planning and preparation
now under way, Dr. Hazard estimates that
the overseas general cargo commerce of the
United States lake ports in 1960 will almost
triple the 19565 volume. By 1965 it may be
almost 8 times greater and by 1970 more
than 10 times the 1955 tonnage. Should
port improvement and trafic promotion pro-
grams be stepped up substantially, these es=-
timates may prove too conservative.

His estimates do not include bulk com-
modities in the overseas commerce. Even
larger proportional increases can be expected
after 1959 in bulk commodity movements—
notably of coal and coke, certain metallic
minerals and chemicals, and grain.

BULK COMMODITY MOVEMENTS

Nineteen hundred and fifty-seven also
proved a banner year for the Great Lakes
bulk fleet, which registered its second best
year in history. The big lakers, according to
the Lake Carrlers’ Association, delivered
more than 106 million tons of iron ore, coal,
limestone, and grain during the year. This
volume has been exceeded only in 1953 when,
due to the demands of the Eorean conflict,
tonnage reached almost 200 million. An ex-
panded iron ore movement, a brisk coal
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trade, and a near-record limestone tonnage
accounted for the bulk fleet's excellent
showing.

Fleet activity is expected to continue high
during 1958, although commodity move-
ments will probably not reach 1957 levels.
Final figures will depend largely on how soon
the present downward trend in steel produc-
tion and in the demand for lake-borne com-
modities is reversed.

Long-range prospects are favorable and
suggest further increases in bulk commeodi-
ties tonnages. Buccessful pioneering of tac-
onite and construction of the seaway, which
will enable Labrador ore to enter the Great
Lakes In large amounts, give assurance that
traffic in iron ore at the lake ports will
continue heavy. BShipments of limestone
have increased remarkably and almost con-
tinuously in the postwar years, and the
needs of the steel Industry and expansion
of the chemical and cement industries in
the Great Lakes region point to further
growth. The pace of industrial develop-
ment throughout the region also will de-
mand vast quantities of coal and petroleum
products. A significant downbound move-
ment of both products in the completed sea-
way thus is a reasonable expectation.
Finally, the seaway's effect on the cost of
transporting grain is sure to boost strongly
waterborne shipments of grain via the lake

rts.

Revival of a package trade on the Great
Lakes also is a possibility. Plans now being
developed In several areas—notably Du-
luth—call for application of the roll on, roll
off principle to the package freight trade
between Duluth and Buffalo. Estimates on
initial annual trafic run as high as 800,000
tons.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I expect to call up Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 68; but before doing so,
I shall suggest the absence of a quorum,
I wish to make certain that any other
Senators who desire to address the Sen-
ate during the morning hour will have
an opportunity to do so.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ProxMIRE in the chair), Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

STIMULATION OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3418) to stimulate resi-
dential construction.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of the minority leader
and myself, I send to the desk a pro-
posed unanimous-consent agreement
which I ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro-
posed agreement will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That effective at 12 p. m. today,
during the further consideration of the bill
(S. 3418) to stimulate residential construc-
tion, debate on any amendment, motion, or
appeal, emept a motion to lay on the table,
shall be limited to 8 hours, to be equally
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divided and controlled by the mover of any
such amendment or motion and the majority
leader: Provided, That in the event the
majority leader is in fayor of any such
amendment or motion, the time in opposition
thereto shall be controlled by the minority
leader or some Senator designated by him:
Provided, further, That no amendment that
is not germane to the provisions of the said
bill shall be received.

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the said bill, debate shall
be limited to 2 hours, to be equally divided
and controlled, respectively, by the majority
and minority leaders: Provided, That the sald
leaders, or either of them, may, from the
time under their control on the passage of
the sald bill, allot additional time to any
Senator during the consideration of any
amendment, motion, or appeal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the proposed agreement?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, let me ask whether
the agreement is directed to the housing
bill.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes; it is.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the understanding of the Chair.

Mr. LONG. Then I shall not object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the proposed agreement?
Without objection, the agreement is
entered into.

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION OF
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 68 WITHOUT APPLICATION
OF THE AGREEMENT PERTAINING
TO THE HOUSING BILL

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that at
any time during the afternoon it may
be in order to lay aside further consider-
ation of the housing bill, in order to have
the Senate proceed to the consideration
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 68,
without having the time required for
that purpose charged to the time avail-
able to either side under the agree-
ment perfaining to the housing bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, may we
have an explanation of the concurrent
resolution?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. It is the
concurrent resolution relating to the
acceleration of public works.

Mr. LONG. Then I shall not object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

STIMULATION OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
first wish to thank the leadership in the
Senate forscheduling such prompt action
on S. 3418. I believe that this bill can
make a significant contribution to eco-
nomic recovery if it is enacted quickly.

The bill will be explained in some de-
tail by the Senator from Alabama [Mr,
SparKMAN], the chairman of our Hous-
ing Subcommittee and a recognized
leader in the field of housing.

I wish to pay tribute to the junior
Senator from Alabama. During the time
I have been a Member of the Senate he
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has been an acknowledged expert in the
field of housing. I do not believe any
Member of either body has contributed
more to the development of a sound and
successful housing program than has the
junior Senator from Alabama.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Senator
from Arkansas expresses my sentiments
so well that I want the ReEcorp to show
that I fully concur in the very high esti-
mate he has expressed with respect to
our colleague from Alabama.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am very much
pleased to be able to arouse the support
of the Senator from Texas today. It
makes me feel that my wisdom has come
to maturity.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Senator
from Arkansas usually has the support of
the Senator from Texas in his endeavors.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I appreciate the
support of the Senafor from Texas. I
certainly could not achieve anything in
this body without his support.

I should like to point out some of the
major provisions of this bill.

First. If reduces downpayments, pri-
marily for moderate priced housing, in
an effort to stimulate the purchase of
homes.

Second. It provides special assistance
funds for the Federal National Mortgage
Association to create an immediate
market for mortgage loans secured by
new construction.

Third. It extends the loan programs
administered by the Veterans' Adminis-
tration and provides additional funds for
direct loans.

Fourth. It removes unworkable pro-
visions of law relating to discounts on
FHA and GI loans, and authorizes in-
creases in the GI interest rate and the
military housing interest rate.

I believe that these changes in the
housing laws, with one exception, are
necessary and desirable. I can see no
justification for authorizing increases in
interest rates at this time. All interest
rafes are tending downward, and I be-
lHeve that within a short time, GI loans
and military housing loans can become
competitive at their present interest
rates. For this reason, I intend to sup-
port an amendment to the committee bill
which would remove the provisions au-
thorizing increases in interest rates.

If I could select one feature of this bill
for special pleading, I would choose the
provisions extending and authorizing
funds for the direct loan program admin-
istered by the Veterans' Administration.
As I said in a statement on February 21,
1958, this program is the only hope of
veterans from small towns to achieve
benefits ecomparable to those received by
veterans in metropolitan areas where
the loan guaranty program has been so
helpful.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator further yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there are no other Senators who
desire to address the Senate during the
morning hour, I ask unanimous consent
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that the unfinished business be laid be-
fore the Senate.

Mr. DWORSHAEK. Mr. President, I
have a statement to make.

Mr. MORTON and Mr. CASE of New
Jersey rose.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I remind
the Senator from Arkansas that the Sen-
ate is operating under a 3-minute limita-
gg: on statements during the morning

T

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thought the
morning hour had been concluded.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. It has not
been concluded.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It will require only
1 minute longer to complete my state-
ment,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Arkansas may conclude his
statement, notwithstanding the 3-min-
ute limitation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Following
the completion of the statement of the
Senator from Arkansas, I hope the Chair
will recognize the distinguished Senator
from Idaho [Mr, DworsHAK], as well as
the distinguished Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. MorTonl, and the distin-
guished Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
Casel.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Veterans' Ad-
ministration testified that as of January
31, 1958, only approximately $5 million
remained available for direct loans, and
that there were 7,298 veterans on active
waiting lists who have not been given
application forms because funds are in-
sufficient. This number does not begin
to measure the number of deserving and
eligible veterans who have no source for
home finaneing and who have not active-
ly sought applications because of the
limited funds available.

While I commend the entire bill, with
the exception of increased interest rates,
to the favorable consideration of the
Senate, I am most anxious that this
direct-loan program be extended and
revived with the new authorizations pro-
vided in S, 3418.

Mr, President, I conclude by urging
the Senate to take guick action on the
bill, because one of its most beneficial
aspects is the assistance it would give to
employment and to a revival of our econ-
omy at this time.

CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS AND
EXPENDITURES

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, in re-
cent years Members of the Congress have
been giving more than a mere passing
glance foward legislation which would
plug up the ever-widening loopholes in
Federal statutes governing campaign
confributions and expenditures. A
number of bills already introduced in
the Congress indicates that this matter
is being given careful consideration, a
concern which has been amply substan-
tiated at committee hearings on the
measures.

There is general agreement that cur-
rent laws through long esperience have
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engendered a sentiment of eynicism and
lack of confidence in our elective system.
The matier has been given the elosest
study by legislative leaders. At the
same time, several citizens’ groups,
alarmed by the frend of public opinion,
have concerned themselves with study-
ing the problem with a view of de-
veloping a realistic plan which would
restore confidence in the integrity of our
elective system and foster the inde-
pendence of public officials by freeing
them from undue pressure in raising
campaign funds.

One of these bipartisan -citizens'
groups, which represenis a broad range
of political views but agreeing on the
basic prineiples of fair elections, is the
Committee on Campaign Contributions
and Expenditures, whose chairman is the
distinguished former Governor of Rhode
Island, Mr. William H. Vanderhilt,

I ask unanimous consent that there
may appear in the ReEcorp as part of my
remarks a letter from Mr. Vanderbilt, on
behalf of the Committee on Campaign
Contributions and Expenditures, dated
February 12, 1958, and a copy of an
editorial entitled “Money Shouldn't
Buy American Elections,” which ap-
peared on March 10, 1958, in the Louis-
ville Courier-Journal, Louisville, Ky.

There being no objection, the letter
and editorial were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

EncLEWOOD, FrA., February 12, 1958.
The Honorable THrUsTON B. MORTON,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.

Dear SENATOR MorTON: The undersigned,
a bipartisan Citizens® Committee on Cam-
paign Contributions and Expenditures, be=-
lieve that present laws governing campaign
contributions and expenditures are unreal-
istic and ineflective. Their ineffectiveness
leads to widespread cynicism, which tends
to impalr public confidence in the elective
system. Their lack of realism makes it al-
most impossible for a conscitentious candi-
date and his supporters to comply with
them, for they do not take adequate ac-
count of the high cost of legitimate cam-
paigning under modern conditions, Includ-
ing our increased population and mass me-
diums of communications.

We believe that substantial improvement
is possible, and necessary to foster not only
the iIntegrity of our elective system, but also
the independence of public officials by free-
ing them from undue pressure in ralsing
campaign funds.

We are encouraged to note that Members
of Congress are already giving this subject
careful consideration. A number of bills
within the past 2 years—including the Hen-
nings bills, the Johnson bill and the Gore
bill—and the hearings on them give ample
evidence of the need for change and wide-
spread recognition of the need.

The extensive study already made by
legislative leaders in opening up the problem
gives an opportunity to work it out in a
balanced, sensible and effective way. We
believe that a bipartisan citizens' group such
as ours, representing a broad range of politi-
cal views but agreeing on basic prineciples
of fair elections, can help to do this, and
to spread public understanding.

We believe that national legislation should
be enacted to give effect to the following
general prineiples:

First. Comprehensive and effective publie
disclosure, including complete reports by all
candidates for Federal office (including can-
didates for President and Vice President),
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listing all campalgn contributions and ex-
penditures received or spent by them or by
organizations and committees supporting
them.,

Second. Overall limits on campalgn ex-
penditures by all of such candidates, includ-
ing expenditures by all organizations and
committees supporting them.

Third. Overall limits on campaign con-
tributions by individuals.

Fourth, Extension of the above require-
ments to primary and nominating cam-
paigns.

The limits set should be high enough to
take account of legitimate, modern cam-
paign costs; but comprehensive and tight
encugh to be effective. Full publicity is a
key factor for there may well be no better
test of the propriety of a contribution or
expenditure than the willingness to expose
it to general public knowledge. It would
also enable our citizens to know what the
facts really are and to base plans for im-
provement on these facts, rather than guess
and rumor.

Sound new leglslation in accordance with
these four principles could pave the way for
a sustained effort, at the community level
and the national level, to develop general
citizen financial support for election cam-
palgns.

We earnestly hope that you will be will-
ing to help enact such legislation.

‘With best wishes.

Bincerely yours,
Wirriam H. VANDERBILT,
(For the Committee.)

[From the Louisville (Ky.) Courler-Journal
of March 10, 1958]

MonNEY SHOULDN'T BUuY AMERICAN ELECTIONS

Federal laws governing political contribu-
tions are as full of holes as a hunk of Swiss
cheese. The Hatch Act, passed in 1939, is
the basic statute. It was well intended, but
it has eprung so many leaks in the ensuing
years that it permits any candidate and his
supporters to do almost anything they want
on campaign contributions.

For instance, the Hatch Act seems to limit
the contributions of any individual to
$5,000 for the benefit of any one candidate
for Federal office. But there is a tremendous
loophole built into the fabric of the bill
This is an exemption for “contributions
made to or by a State or local committee”
in a Federal election.

The way this works out is that any num-
ber of committees can be set up all around
the country for Candidate X. His supporter
Y can then pour $5,000 into each and every
one of them, if he has the funds and the
inclination. Furthermore, a rich man can
repeat this process with as many candidates
as he pleases, so that the sky is literally the
limit to what he can give for political pur-
poses.

This SBwiss cheese type of law is beginning
to smell. Campalgns are getting more and
more expensive. They rely heavily on paid
publicity, including high-priced television
programs. A candidate who can raise huge
sums of money from a few rich supporters
has a great advantage over his rival whose
supporters cannot finance a gaudy campaign.

This is not a partisan issue. Both parties
suffer by the cynicism the American people
feel when they see the unbridled spending
of money in political campaigns, and the
frustration they suffer when they can get
no accurate record of who is spending what
for whom.

A strong bipartisan committee has re-
cently come into action to demand some
long overdue reforms. Its chairman is Wil-
liam Vanderbilt, a former Republican Gover-
nor of Rhode Island.

It demands four specific reforms: full
public disclosure of all campaign contribu-
tions by every candidate for Federal office,
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including candidates for President and Vice
President, with a full listing of all commit-
tees, their receipts and expenditures; over-
all limits on the total that can be spent
for any candidate; overall limits on the total
each individual can contribute in a glven
year; and extension of regulations to cover
primary and nominating campaigns,

There are several bills now before Con=-
gress to attack this problem. The Commit-
tee on Campaign Contributions is centering
on S. 2150 as being the most promising,
though it will need some amendments to
accomplish the committee’s full purpose.

There seems nobody who is willing to
argue that present laws are adequate in this
fleld. Nobody contends that it is not dan-
gerous to democracy to allow money to run
loose in political campaigns, or that a Fed-
eral statute inspires respect if its whole in-
tent can be easily flouted.

STIMULATION OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business?

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Indiana desire to speak
in the morning hour?

Mr. CAPEHART. I merely wished to
make some comments on the statement
of the able Senator from Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I did
not hear all the statement of the able
Senator from Arkansas, except that I
understand he is opposed, in the hous-
ing bill, to increasing military housing
and GI housing interest rates. I refer
to a statement which has been distrib-
uted to every Senator this morning.
What we are trying to do in the bill re-
ported by the committee is not neces-
sarily to increase interest rates, but to
step up the formula whereby the Veter-
ans’ Administration GI housing interest
rate and the FHA housing interest rate
will be brought closer together, in order
to immediately start construction of GI
housing, and in that way put men back
to work immediately.

As the chart shows, when the interest
rates are the same—that is for FHA and
GI housing—more GI houses are always
built. For example, in 1954, when the
VA interest rate was 414 percent and the
FHA rate was 414 percent, 307,038 houses
were built, and 250,910 FHA houses were
built, That has been the record. In
1955 it was even greater. When the in-
terest rate for VA housing was 415 per-
cent and the FHA interest rate was 41%
percent, 39,789 VA houses were built and
268,650 FHA houses were built.

In January of this year, when the VA
interest rate was frozen at 412 percent
and the FHA interest rate was 5% per-
cent, only 4,074 VA houses were built,
as against 12,228 FHA houses.

What we are trying to do is stimulate
the construction of new houses immedi-
ately in order to put men to work now.
We are not necessarily trying to increase
or decrease the interest rates; we are
merely trying to get the two rates closer
together and give the President the right,
which he now has under FHA, to increase
or decrease interest rates. However,
when he decreases one, he must decrease
the other, and when he increases one, he
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must increase the other. In that way
the veteran will be able to buy a house.
As we know, a veteran can buy a house
without any downpayment and with long
terms, and his monthly payments are
less than he would pay for rent. That is
what we are trying to do. If we do it, it
is my judement we will be able to build
no less than 250,000 VA houses in the
next 12 months.

Mr, LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. It will put to work
thousands of men, because every time a
new house is built it is necessary to have
a new refrigerator, a new furnace, a new
washing machine, and nai's, and it is
necessary to hire carpenters and brick-
layers, and so forth. That is what we
are trying to do. We have no desire to
raise or lower interest rates, because that
is up to the President in his discretion,
depending upon the condition of the
mortgage market. We are merely trying
to get the two rates closer together so
that we will be able to give the GI an
advantage. Of course, the GI has the
advantage now under the law, and we are
trying to help the GI.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. 1Iyield.

Mr. LONG. While, of course, I am in
favor of extending liberal credit to vet-
erans, I personally feel that one of the
best things that could be done for the
country at this time would be for the
Federal Reserve Board, with the cooper-
ation of the Treasury Department, to use
the powers available to it to effect a dras-
tic and {mmediate reduction of the inter-
est rates to as low a point as it is ex-
pected the interest rates will be reduced
during this administration. Anyone
who is thinking of major construetion,
particularly if he is an industrialist, looks
at the interest rate, and, of course, the
interest rate is a major part of the cost
in any new construction. If he thinks
the interest rate will continue to come
down, he will be inclined to wait until the
interest rate comes down further. If he
feels the interest rate is as low as it will
be in the future, he would be encourged
to go ahead with the construction.

Mr. CAPEHART. I am certainly not
going to quarrel with the Senator from
Louisiana with respect to lower interest
rates. However, that is not the prob-
lem we have to face now. The problem
now is to bring the VA and FHA interest
rates closer together. Then, as they go
up and down, the private-mortgage pur-
chasers will be inclined to buy VA mort-
gages. As it is now, they will not buy
415 -percent mortgages when they can
get 5Yi-percent mortgages. Therefore
let us hope that the interest rates will go
down, but that is up to the Federal Re-
serve Board and the President under the
existing act. However, as the rates go up
and down, only Congress can change the
formula whereby the two rates will re-
main close together, thereby permitting
the GI's whom we all want to encourage
to buy houses, to buy houses and own
them. We can help the GI's do that by
helping them to finance their houses.
That is something we can do. What we
propose to do is to start employment to-




1958

morrow if the bill is passed by the House
and Senate and if the President signs it—
and I am sure it will be signed by the
President—and that is something that
will put the men to work immediately.
We will not have to wait 30 or 60 or 90
days or 6 months.

I believe that anyone who is in a posi-
tion to know will tell us that we can
immediately start building GI houses, if
that is done. It is not a question of
whether the interest rate should be high
or low. That is not the problem. What
we are trying to do is to get the two
rates closer together, so that private
industry will buy both mortgages. That
is what we are trying to do.

Mr. LONG. What I have in mind is
that, rather than to play a part in rais-
ing interest rates, it would be good for
the country to have the Senate adopt a
resolution expressing it to be the sense
of the Senate that the Federal Reserve
Board, in cooperation with the Treasury,
use the powers available—and they have
plenty of power to do this—to make cer-
tain plenty of eredit is made available, so
that Veterans’ or FHA mortgages can
be purchased at 4% percent.

Mr. CAPEHART. That would not
solve the problem, because the Federal
Reserve might do what the Senator sug-
gests at the moment, but there would
always be a spread between the two. I
am proposing a formula which would be
established by Congress to provide that
regardless of whether the rate were in-
creased or deereased, as the committee
bill is now written, there could be a dif-
ference of only one-half of 1 percent.

What the Senator is talking about is
an entirely different matter. Perhaps
it should be considered. Perhaps the
Senate should adopt a resolution in the
hope that the Federal Reserve would do
what the Senator has suggested.

Even then, that would still not change
the situation of there being a diserep-
ancy. On the one hand, Congress has
limited the VA rates to no higher than
415 percent. For the FHA, the law pro-
vides that the President can increase the
rate to 6 percent. He can fix the rate
under 6 percent. But the VA rate can-
not go higher than 4% percent. We
would like to bring the two rates to-
gether, to start the construction of
houses tomorrow.

Mr. LONG. If the Senator will review
the hearings which the Committee on
Finance has been conducting on the in-
terest-rate problem, I think he will see
that the position which the Secretary
of the Treasury, the Under Secretary of
the Treasury, and the Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board took about a year
ago, was that this was a desirable policy
to discourage people from buying things.
As of now, very likely, that testimony
would not be subseribed to, because it is
no longer timely. That being the case,
it seems fto me that Congress should he
making certain that the money will be
made available for housing at 415 per-
cent interest.

Mr. CAPEHART. I do not question
that at all. All we are trying to do today
is to provide a formula which will pro-
vide that the interest rates on VA loans
shall be one-half of 1 percent less. That
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is all we are frying to do in this instance,
The Senator from Louisiana is falking
about an entirely different matter. His
may be a desirable objective; but even
then, if we succeeded in accomplishing
what the able Senator has suggested,
there would still be the problem which
we are frying to solve today.

Mr., FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, to
keep the record clear, I did not say I was
opposed to the bill; on the whole, I am
for the bill. It is a good bill, with the
exception of the interest-rate provisions.

What the Senator from Indiana said
about the building of houses under the
VA and FHA programs is entirely cor-
rect. The only point is that all the evi-
dence is quite clear that the interest
rates are going down rapidly. The rates
for short-term loans have already gone
down 50 percent in the past 3 months.

I believe most of the members of the
committee from this side of the aisle
believe it is not necessary to try to re-
verse, even for the short-term loans, the
downward trend in interest rates.

One cannot help recalling that this
administration, peremptorily, artificially,
and arbitrarily, raised interest rates
when the administration first came into
power. When the going rate was 2% or
234 percent, the administration issued
3%, -percent bonds, which immediately
were sold at a premium. With that
background, we feel we should not make
a last valiant stand for high interest
rates.

I do not think this matter is nearly
so important as does the Senator from
Indiana. I think interest rates are drop-
ping. Money will be available at 4%
percent perhaps this year. But I think
the FHA interest rate of 5% or 5% per-
cent is higher than the market will jus-
tify in the immediate future.

It is true there is a slight lag of per-
haps from 3 to 6 months in the reduction
of long-term interest rates. That is for
reasons which are inherent in our finan-
cial system. Building and loan associa-
tions and insurance companies do not
immediately react to lower interest rates,
as the short-term issues do. That is for
the Government issues and for short-
term loans by the banks. They have
been going down very sharply since last
November. The Ilong-ferm rates are
lagging behind. But as I see the picture,
there is nothing which could possibly
keep the long-term rates from following,
in the course of time, the short-ferm
rates.

So, to me, the argument is about a
rather insignificant element, because I
think the market will force the interest
rates down.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. LONG. The Senator from Ar-
kansas well knows that what the aver-
age person considers when he buys a
home is the amount of his monthly pay-
ment. The trend in recent years has
been to give the borrower more and more
time to pay his loan, but at a higher in-
terest rate. I do not think we do a per-
son a favor by making it possible for him
to pay on his mortgage for an extra &
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or 10 years in order that he might pay
a higher interest rate.

There is no doubt whatever in my
mind that if we leave the law as if is,
in short order there will be plenty of
money available for the construction of
houses at a rate of 4%, percent. On the
other hand, if we raise the amount by a
quarter percent or a half percent, that
will simply encourage people to make a
tremendous effort to sell houses on long-
term loans at high-interest rates, which
could not be maintained if it were not
made possible for them to make loans on
that basis.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There is much in
what the Senator from Louisiana says.
Granted the Senator from Indiana stated
the purpose correctly, as I think he has,
I have no quarrel with the idea of getting
the rates closer together. But if we took
such action in the face of what is now
going on in the money markets, I think
it would create the false impression that
Congress thought interest rates were go-
ing up, or even are going to stay where
they are. I do not believe that to be so.

I do not believe it will be very sig-
nificant even if we raise the rate to 4%
pereent. It will not be maintained at
that figure if the market makes available
sufficient money at lower interest rates.
The rates are bound to go down. I do
not think that with even the most valiant
assistance of the administration, rates
could remain high when money was in
great supply.

Mr. CAPEHART. Under the existing
FHA law, the President ean fix the in-
terest rate as high as 6 percent. He has
fixed it at present at 5% percent.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. CAPEHART. Under the existing
VA law, the President can fix the interest
rate at 41, percent or less. The problem
is not one of inereasing or decreasing;
it is to eliminate the 1!5-percent spread
between the two rates.

What I should like to have Congress
say to the President is, “You can use
the same formula that is used for FHA,
except that the VA rate must always be
one-fourth of 1 percent less than the
FHA rate.,”

Congress might well adopt a resolu-
tion saying to the President, “We are
thinking seriously of the loosening of
credit. If that be done, we think you
should lower both the VA and FHA rates,
but always keeping the VA rate within
one-fourth of 1 percent of the FHA rate,
so that the veterans can sell their mort-
gages and gef their houses and do some-
thing which will immediately put men
back to work.”

That is the problem. We should cor-
rect the situation, regardless of whether
the interest rates go up or down. We
should, by law, bring the two rates closer
together.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wish to make it
clear that I am not opposing the bill. I
am for the bill. I think it is a good bill.
I think the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CaAPEHART] and the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SparEMAN] have cooperated
well to produce a bill which I hope the
genate will pass with the least possible

elay.
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I do not wish to argue the matter of
interest rates. The fact is that the
market place has already indicated lower
rates and a more plentiful supply of
credit.

The Senator from Indiana says the
Federal Reserve should move. The Fed-
eral Reserve has already moved, and has
moved quite rapidly, in reducing the re-
serve requirements and the discount
rate. I think it may be argued whether
they moved soon enough, but that is an-
other matter. Certainly they have been
moving lately, which is the matter im-
mediately under consideration. I think
the program will get under way imme-
diately, and that there will be no trouble
in obtaining money at lower interest

- rates.

Mr. CAPEHART. As one who bor-
rows money in his business, I hope the
rates will go down.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator knows
they are going down.

Mr. CAPEHART. Even if they do, we
do not solve a problem which ought to be
solved by establishing a formula which
will bring the two rates closer together.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator
not believe the President can reduce
the FHA rates today?

Mr. CAPEHART. He could reduce
the VA rate today, but the point is that
under the law one rate has a 6-percent
ceiling, and the other a 4'5-percent ceil-
ing, and the 2 rates ought to be brought

~ together.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The President

does not have to fix the rate at the
ceiling.

Mr. CAPEHART. But the Congress
ought to accept the responsibility.

STIMULATION OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (S. 3418) to stimulate
residential construction.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mor-
ToN in the chair). The Chair desires to
announce that, the hour of 12 o’clock
having arrived, under the unanimous-
consent agreement which has been en-
tered into, the time is now limited and
under control.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield 20 minutes to the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Alabama is recognized for
20 minutes.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield to me?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield 30 seconds
to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, in regard
to the colloquy which has occurred in the
last few minutes, I wish to state that,
at a time when interest rates were being
increased, the Federal Reserve Board
did not hesitate to raise interest rates
seven times in a single year. In my opin-
ion, those actions did as much as any-
thing else to get the Nation into the eco-
nomie plight it is in today.

If the Federal Reserve Board will undo
the job it did in raising the interest rates,
nothing will contribute more to relieving
the present unfortunate economic
situation.
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The provision to guarantee 43%;-per-
cent loans to veterans looks to me like
a price-support bill for the money lend-
ers, With that part of the bill, I want
nothing to do.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the
bill 8. 3418, which has been made the
pending business, and which the Senate
is considering today, would not be before
us at this moment if the members of the
Senate Banking and Currency Commit-
tee and other Members of the Senate had
not felt apprehensive about the current
state of our national economy.

There is now general agreement that
the present trend of the economy is
downward, and that the recession, in-
stead of being mild and of short dura-
tion, as originally anticipated, may be
more serious, and may extend over a
considerable period of time. Economists
utilize a number of tests to determine
the present state of the economy and to
forecast future levels of the economy.
Most of us are familiar with these indi-
cators. They refer, for example, to the
gross national product; the national in-
come; the levels of disposable income;
expenditures for new plant and equip-
ment; employment levels, both agricul-
tural and nonagricultural; and so forth.
All these indicators are very helpful in
analyzing what is happening to our na-
tional economy. They help to pinpoint
the areas in which levels of activity are
high or low. They tell us which indus-
tries are prosperous and which are feel-
ing the pinch of depression. They are,
in effect, the symptoms used by the ex-
pert economists to diagnose the ills of a
nation.

But there is one statistical report
which overshadows all others in impor-
tance. There is one set of figures which
alone can tell us as a nation whether we
are enjoying a period of prosperity or
whether we are suffering economic re-
verses. I refer to the unemployment fig-
ures published by the Department of
Commerce. Based upon that data alone,
we can make a fairly good evaluation of
our economic status.

When there is full employment, our
factories hum with activity and our peo-
ple are in a position to buy the products
of the factories. So long as he is em-
ployed, the average worker has the con-
fidence which the administration pres-
ently seeks to instill. He will spend his
disposable income and, in fact, will go
into debt to purchase the thousand and
one items upon which our economy de-
pends. However, when the average
wage earner is not working, he obviously
cannot spend, and is reluctant to assume
even short-term debts. The apprehen-
sion which he feels is communicated to
all around him, and the psychological
feeling of depression can dilute the confi-
dence of even those who may not be
affected directly.

According to the official Government
survey, it is reported that 5.2 million
persons were unemployed in mid-Febh-
ruary. By this time the figure is prob-
ably higher. The last time we had simi-
lar levels of unemployment was in 1941,

‘When we find ourselves in an econom-
ie predicament such as that which faces
us today, the time has come to act, and
to act quickly, if we are to stop the de-
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cline and reverse the trend. In my ca-
pacity as chairman of the Subcommittee
on Housing of the Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency, I have tried to
do just that. I have éncouraged the tak-
ing of prompt action on the bill now
before the Senate, and every member of
the Banking and Currency Committee
has acted with the same sense of
urgency.

As a result of this cooperation, we are
able to discuss a housing bill today. If
we had not felt the sense of urgency
brought on by increasing unemployment
and declines in almost every field of eco-
nomiec activity, I would not be standing
here discussing proposed housing legisla-
tion. That probably would not have
taken place until the month of May. But
because my desire to take prompt and
effective action, insofar as home con-
struction is concerned, is shared by other
members of the committee, we have
brought to the Senate a bill which we
call the 1958 emergency housing legis-
lation.

On the 27th of February, I introduced
a bill, and, with the consent and approval
of other members of the Banking and
Currency Committee, scheduled brief
hearings for March 4. Following the
hearings, we held two brief executive ses-
sions, during which we had the full co-
operation from Members of both sides of
the aisle, who, I think, shared my desire
to report a bill to the Senate as promptly
as possible. S. 3418 is a clean committee
bill representing the views of the ma-
jority of the committee.

It is my purpose now to discuss briefly
the features of that bill and to attempt
to point out, first, that the bill will pro-
vide the aids to permit the housing
industry to increase its productivity;
and, second, that the housing industry
can make a substantial contribution to
our economy.

With respect to the first point, namely,
that the bill will provide aids to permit
the housing industry to increase its
productivity, the following table is
pertinent:

Homes

(a) $1,000,000,000 of special assist-
ance; at $13,500 per mortgage

this would provide financing

p e | R e R e Sl e i

(b) §500,000,000 additional to be used
at the discretion of the Presi=

dent as an antirecession meas-

ure at $13,600 per mortgage
would provide finaneing for ap-
prozimanately. = Lt o IO

(e) $25,000,000 for purchase of Cape-
hart housing mortgages at an
average of §16,600 per unit
would provide financing for..._

(d) 25,000,000 for purchase of FHA
section 809 housing mortgages

at an average of $12,000 per

unit would provide financing

38, 000

1,515

2,083

for.... A e

(e) $150,000,000 for VA direct loans,
at an assumed $13,500, would
provide financing for. ...

(f) Extenslon of VA loan guaranty
program and revision of FHA
downpayment schedule pri-
vately financed could produce-_ 72, 500

One billion dollars of special assistance
mortgages at $13,500 per mortgage will
produce 75,000 homes. I point out that
the bill would authorize lower downpay-
ments on modestly priced homes, and

11, 000
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would provide for the financing af par for
these units. All that remains is for build-
ers to process applications through the
FHA and the FNMA and find buyers.
This, I think, can be done.

The President, if he sees fit, could assist
in the production of an additional 38,000
homes by authorizing the purchase of
mortgages by FNMA in amounts up to
half a billion dollars. The press recently
reported that the President released $200
million of special assistance funds to
FNMA for the purchase of mortgages
secured by low-cost housing. This new
half-billion dollar authorization would
replenish existing funds and would pro-
vide the President with additional anti-
recession resources.

The $25 million for the purchase of
Capehart housing mortgages and the $25
million for the purchase of FHA section
809 mortgages will be committed almost
immediately. Construction on both
Capehart and FHA section 809 housing
can go on as soon as the bill is signed.

The $150 million made available for VA
direct loans during the next year will also
permit immediate construction to go for-
ward. This program could produce 11,000
units in each of the next 2 years.

Those who advocated increases in the
interest rate for the VA programs and
the repeal of discounts, were hopeful,
and I believe with some reason, that the
changes would attract private money
into the VA guaranty program. If this
is true, the reactivation of this program,
along with the units of FHA-insured
housing which will be privately financed
under the new downpayment schedule,
could easily produce an additional
72,000 units.

With respect to the second point,
namely, that the housing industry can
make a substantial contribution to our
economy, I have shown how this bill, if
enacted in time to permit the industry to
move this year, could produce 200,000,
and possibly more, units. I believe the
number might well go as high as 300,000.

It is estimated that each housing unit
built in recent years has provided be-
tween 25 and 3 man-years of employ-
ment, composed of 1 man-year of em-
ployment on the job, 1 man-year of em-
ployment directly in the factories pro-
ducing the materials that go into the
house, and an additional half man-year
or more in such related items as trans-
portation of materials and in the multi-
plier effect of new home building in such
flelds as retail sales, additional commer-
cial construction in growing communi-
ties, and the like.

Assuming a volume of 200,000 units
produced as a result of this bill, it would
appear that employment could be in-
creased, during a 1-year period, by 500,-
000 to 600,000 man-years of work.

These new homes would also provide,
in the remainder of 1958 alone, markets
for an additional: 2%, billion feet of lum-
ber; 900 million to 950 million bricks;
460 million pounds of cement; 400,000
tons of steel; 1,800,000 doors; 2 million
kitchen cabinets; 2 million asphalt roof-
ing shingles; 5 million wall-plug outlets;
and 2.2 million electrie switches.

Necessarily, these estimates are made
under certain assumptions. One as-
sumption is that the new liberal terms
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and the ready availability of mortgage
money in the FNMA and in the private
market will stimulate demand. By that,
I mean that the new terms will encour=-
age people to buy houses as they are
constructed. However, if we delay and
if these new provisions are not made
available within the near future, I am
fearful that growing unemployment and
the psychological fear of unemployment
will induce prospective purchasers to
postpone the buying of needed homes.
While I have no intention of encour-
aging those who should not buy homes
to buy them, I do think it wise to avoid
a mass withdrawal from the buyers’ mar-
ket primarily based on a fear of reces-
sion.

This bill, S. 3418, contains 13 pages.
The bulk of the text is a revision and
extension of section 512 of the Service-
men’s Readjustment Act of 1944, which
deals with the direct-loan program for
veterans of World War II. It includes
a 2-year extension of this program and
a similar 2-year extension of the VA
home loan guaranty program. Last
year, both the Senate and the House of
Representatives passed H. R. 4602, which
was ultimately vetoed by the President.
The present bill contains language iden-
tical with H. R. 4602, with two excep-
tions. These exceptions are, first, that
the present bill is a 2-year extension,
whereas H. R. 4602 was a 1-year exten-
sion; and, second, that the present bill
contains language which would permit
the Administrator to increase the in-
terest rate on both direct and guaranteed
loans, up to a ceiling of 434 percent, pro-
vided that the rate established must be
at least one-half percent below the rate
established by the FHA Commissioner,
under section 203 of the National Hous-
ing Act.

In addition to extending and revising
VA programs, the committee bill seeks to

broaden the housing market by reducing ,

downpayments on FHA loans, and thus
making more buyers eligible. Both the
revitalization of the VA programs and
the reduction of FHA downpayments are
directed toward this same end.

In order to meet the expanded demand
which would be encouraged by these pro-
visions, the committee has made avail-
able to the Federal National Mortgage
Association substantial sums of money to
purchase FHA and VA mortgages. The
bill authorizes the Federal National
Mortgage Association to purchase $1
billion of VA and FHA mortgages on new
homes where the loan does not exceed
$13,500.

The bill increases from $450 million to
$950 million a special fund made avail-
able to FNMA, at the discretion of the
President, for the purchase of home
mortgages generally as a means of aid-
ing and maintaining the stability of a
high-level national economy.

I may say that provision is already
in the law. It was under this provision
that the President released $200 million
a few days ago. It is simply being pro-
posed to add money fo that fund in order
to replenish it because of the funds
which were released, and to give the
President additional funds to use for
housing in accordance with economic
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needs of the country, as provided by the
law now on the statute books.

It is no secret that interest rates are
being reduced generally and that mort-
gages such as those placed on Cape-
hart housing projects should soon be-
come more competitive. In fact, the
committee received testimony to the ef-
fect that an increase of one-fourth of 1
percent would permit Capehart mort-
gages originated in the future to be
financed by the private market. The
bill would authorize an increase, at the
discretion of FHA Commissioner, in the
interest rate on Capehart mortgages
from 4 to 4% percent, and at the same
time would provide authority in the Fed-
eral National Mortgage Association to
purchase up to $25 million of such mort-
gages. I should like to express my per-
sonal insistence, and in this I believe
I am supported by the committee, that
those who administer the Capehart pro-
gram should consider the 4% percent a
ceiling and that the rate established for
these mortgages should be the lowest
possible rate below that ceiling neces-
sary in order to attract private funds.
An additional $25 million would be made
available for the purchase of mortgages
placed on houses purchased by essential
civilian workers at research and develop-
ment centers.

The only other remaining provision of
significance contained in the committee
bill is that which would remove discount
controls on FHA and VA mortgages. It
may be recalled that last year this pro-
vision was added to the Senate bill by
an amendment offered on the floor of
the Senate affter a similar amendment
had not been approved by the commit=
tee. There are members of this body
who feel that Government-supported
mortgages should not be discounted. I
for one share that belief. However, dur-
ing recent periods when mortgage money
has been in short supply, certain lend-
ers have charged unconscionable and
unnecessary discounts. I cannot defend
the lenders who charge these unreason-
able discoynts, but I must say in all
honesty that we have been deluged by
protests against discount controls from
lenders, builders, and from the admin-
istration itself.

Almost invariably, these protests have
stated that discount controls work hard-
ships on the very persons they are de-
signed to protect, by eliminating any
possibility that those individuals may
purchase homes. It is my opinion that
the committee voted to remove discount
controls, not from any change in atti-
tude reflected by the vote of the Senate
last year, but rather because the sense
of urgency, which I have previously re-
ferred to, demanded that prompt actions
be taken to stimulate the production of
housing as best we could.

It might be well to express my inter-
pretation of the thoughts which guided
the committee in producing this bill.,

First, as I have said, we have shared a
sense of urgency and have felt that
something must be done to permit the
housing industry to make a contribution
to our lagging economy. In order to do
this, we acted to broaden the market by
making more prospective purchasers
eligible. This can be accomplished, as I
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have said, by the extension and revision
of the two VA home-loan programs and
by the reduction in FHA's downpayment
schedule.

Anticipating that these provisions will
increase the effective demand for hous-
ing, we have furnished the President and
the Federal National Mortgage Associa-
tion with an additional $1'%z billion to
purchase mortgages which should be
originated by this demand. These funds,
in my opinion, will have the effect of
providing ready financing immediately
for new housing, and will induce the
private market to purchase substantial
numbers of these new mortgages.

As a further inducement—and I must
call it that—to attract the private mar-
ket, the interest rates on two programs
have been increased by action of the
majority of the committee. These in-
creases, along with the removal of dis-
count controls, and the fact that in-
terest rates in the private market are
being reduced generally, should narrow
any remaining gap between Government-
supported mortgages and other types of
investment, and should attract substan-
tial sums of mortgage money from the
private market.

The steps which the committee has
taken in recommending this bill to the
Senate will have both a widespread and
immediate effect upon the housing in-
dustry. While I did not personally sup-
port each of the provisions adopted by
the committee, I have no hesitancy in
saying that the recommendations made
should be effective.

At the conclusion of my remarks I
shall ask consent to place in the REcorp
a_section-by-section analysis of the bill
S.3418.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
being no objection, the analysis will be
printed in the RECORD.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 1: Amends sectlon 203 (b) (2)
and section 220 (d) (3) of the National
Housing Act by decreasing the minimum
downpayment under FHA's sales housing
programs to 3 percent of the first $13,500 of
value or replacemant cost, as the case may
be (now 3 percent of the first $10,000).

Section 2: Amends section 305 (c) of the
National Housing Act by Increasing from
£450 million to $950 million the Federal Na-
tional Mortgage Association’s special assist-
ance fund made available to the President
for the purchase of home mortgages which
are not otherwise marketable, and for the
pu:rchnse of home mortgages generally as a
means of aiding and maintaining the sta-
bility of a high-level national economy.

Sectlon 3 (a): Amends section 305 (f) of
the National Housing Act by authorizing an
additional $25 million to FNMA for the pur-
chase of military housing mortgages insured
under FHA sectlon 803 and $25 million for
the purchase of housing at research and de-
velopment centers insured under section 809.

{(b) Amends section 803 (b) of the Na-
tional Housing Act by increasing from 4 per-
cent to 414 percent the Interest rate celling
on FHA section 803 military housing mort-

ages.

X gection 4: Amends section 305 of the Na-
tlonal Housing Act by creating a new Fed-
eral National Mortgage Association special
assistance category, with a revolving fund of
$1 billion, for the purchase of FHA and GI
mortgage loans on new homes where the loan
does not exceed $13,500.

Section 6 (a): Amends section 512 of the
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, by
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revising and extending the entire section in
order to—

(1) Define direct-loan areas as rural areas
and small citles and towns not near large
metropolitan areas. (Existing law does not
contain geographical limitations.)

(2) Provide that the interest rate on di-
rect loans may not exceed the interest rate
on guaranteed loans.

(3) Increase the maximum loan amount
under the direct-loan program from $10,000
to $13,500,

(4) Authorize the VA Administrator to re-
serve direct loan funds for 3 months under
commitments to bullders for a 2-percent fee.
Private lenders would receive the commit-
ment fee, if such lenders purchase these
loans within 60 days following VA disburse-
ment. The VA would make construction
advances up to an amount equal to cost of
land, plus 80 percent of value of improve-
ments.

(5) Extend the direct-loan program by 2
years and 25 days to July 26, 1860. The extra
25 days 1s added in order to make the expira-
tion date of the direct-loan program co-
terminus with the expiration date of the
loan-guaranty program for World War II vet-
erans.

(6) RequireVA to begin immediate process-
ing of all direct-loan applications, such proc-
essing to run concurrently with a 20-day
period allowed for voluntary home mortgage
credit program action.

(b) Amend section 513 of the Servicemen’s
Readjustment Act of 1944 to make available
$150 million for the direct-loan program dur=
ing each of the fiscal years 1959 and 1960,
and $50 million for each quarter of fiscal year
1958 remaining unexpired upon enactment of
this bill.

(¢) Technical amendment relating to the
date on which the VA guaranty of home
loans made by supervised lenders becomes
effective.

(d) Amends sectlon 500 and 507 (a) of the
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 to ex-
tend the loan-guaranty program for 2 years
until July 25, 1960, for World War II vet-
erans.

(e) Amends section 500 (b) of the Service-
men’s Readjustment Act of 1944, to permit
the interest rate to be adjusted by the VA
Administrator, with approval of the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, up to a ceiling of 434
percent, provided that the rate established
must be at least one-half percent below the
rate established by the FHA Commissioner for
FHA loans under section 203 (b) (5) of the
National Housing Act.

Sec., 6. Repeals section 605 of the Hous-
ing Act of 1967 which authorized the Com-
missioner of the FHA and the Administrator
of the VA to regulate discounts on FHA in-
sured and VA guaranteed loans.

Mr. ELLENDER., Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SPAREMAN,. Yes; I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. I have been scan-
ning through the report which accom-
panied the bill. I wonder if the Senator
can tell us the total loans outstanding
under the FHA and VA home loan pro-
grams? In this connection I also would
like to have the figures for the total
authorizations and loss experience un-
der the FHA and VA programs.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. We have those fig-
ures in the file. I am sorry I cannot
give them offhand, but I shall be glad to
supply them for the REcorp, and also
supply them to the Senator from Louisi-
ana personally.

Mr. ELLENDER. If the Senator will
supply them for the Recorp, that will be
sufficient.

Mr, SPAREMAN. Yes; I shall be glad
to produce those figures.
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The Information supplied by Mr.
SpARKMAN is as follows:
Federal Housing Administration—Statement

of financial condition as of Dec. 31,
1957

ASSETS
Current assets:
Cash $20, 832, 759
Accounts receivable .. -=- 6,346,495
Accrued Income ... 2,751, 467
Total " 88,930, 721
——— ]
Investments:
U. 8. Government securlties
(amortized) — e 525, 211, 411
Stock purchased in rental and
cooperative housing corpo-
rations (432,722 shares) ... 473, 660
Total 625, 685, 071
Other assets:

Mortgage notes acquired on
sale of properties (less re-
serve for 10SSeS) . mecceaua-

Acquired security:

Real property (at cost less

$118, 627, 966

reserve for losses) _______ 70, 704, 461
Mortgage notes acquired
under terms of insurance
(at cost less reserve
for 108ses) - oo oo aan oL 74, 153, 964
Defaulted title I notes (less
reserve for losses).__._._.__._ 14, 501, 273
Furniture and equipment
(less reserve for depreci-
BRON) o e 1,147, 141
Assets held for account of
MOrtgaEOrS . e e 2,252,111
Total 2 "281, 387, 516
Total assets...--we-..- 846, 003,308
LIABILITIES
Current Habilities:
Accounts payable... ... 10, 831, 678
Participation dividends pay-
1op - MRS T I L 2, 778, 680
Accrued interest on deben-
tures. 2, 504, 951
Trust and deposit liabilitles_. 13, 636, 027
Deferred credits (unearned
fees, premiums and other). 74,892, 474
Total L8 104, 643, 810
E—
Debenture obligations:
Debentures payable (lssued
and outstanding) .. __ -- $103, 694, 150
Debenture claims in process.. 34, 808, 050
Total_ "138, 500, 200
Other liabilities:
Reserve for foreclosure costs—
defaulted mortgage notes.. 1, 302, 668
Total Habilities_ ... 244, 446, 678
RESERVES
Statutory reserve: For par-
ticipation payments and fu-
ture 1 85, 231, 854

Insurance reserve: Available for
future losses and expenses... 5086, 324, 776

Total reserves. - ceeeeon 601, 656, 630
Total liabilities and
Te8erves oo o o 846, 003, 308

NoreE.—Since July 1, 1040, the FHA has
been seif-supporting and has paid all ex-
penses out of earnings. In the early years
of operation, the Treasury Department ad-
vanced funds totaling $65,497,433 to pay ex-
penses and to establish certain of the
insurance funds. In the fiscal year 1954 all
of the funds advanced were repaid to the
U. S. Treasury together with interest thereon
in the amount of $20,385,529.
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Federal Housing Administration—Insurance written, insurance outstanding, and losses to
funds as of Dec. 31, 1957

[Total FHA i authorization at [ t $25.8 billion]
Percent of
Insurance Insurance Losses to losses to
written outstanding funds insurance
written
P ty I t loans, sec. 2. 1§10, 632, 186, 245 | $1, 141, 141, 180 | ! $100,288,072 94/100
]Ir:n%rni(or?lvrr:;g: s o 30, 682, 564, 688 | 16, 491, 738, 371 17, 977, 259 /100
FProject mortgages B, 685, 418, 327 4, 365, 838, 236 31, 792, 084 56/100
Manufactured housing 5316048 |- e 788, 147 14 83/100
Total 47, 005, 485, 301 | 21,998, 717, 787 | 150, 846, 462 32/100

1 Includes $778,860,621 insurance written and $14,708,557 losses relating to insurance operations prior to the June
8, 1939, amendment which authorized FHA to collect an insurance charge.

Home mortgage foreclosure experience

Total dwelling units insured._____ 4, 557, 000
Total foreclosed (units acquired

By FHA) . et 34, 000
Percent foreclosed.eececamcmm=ee 0.7

VA LOAN GUARANTY PROGRAM
Authorization: No money limit set. Ex-
piration date for World War II veterans now
set at July 25, 1958, and for Korean war vet-
erans set at January 31, 1965.
Summary of operations, home loans: Billion
Original principal amount of loans

guaranteed._ . __________ $42.0
Original amount of guaranty_.____ 23.0
Qutstanding as of December 31,
1957:
Principal amount. . ccccacccana-- 20.7
Guaranteed amount__ . -ccecaaa 17.2

REPAYMENT RECORD

(Testimony of Mr. Thomas Sweeney, Direc-
tor of Loan Guaranty Service, Veterans’
Administration, to Banking and Currency
Committee on March 4, 1958)

We have paid out on the guaranty $127
million, and, in connection with the acqui-
sition of properties, we have spent an addi-
tional sum of $156 million, or a total of $284
million. Now, when we acquire the proper-
ties we, in turn, take back receivables which
bear interest in excess of 4!5 percent. Out
of that operation we have returned to the
Treasury 93,974,000 of the $284 million. We
have assets and receivables on hand of $190
million, which is represented by $129 mil«
lion of what we call mortgage receivables,
and we have property on hand, $40 million.
We have the veterans owing the Govern-
ment as a result of claims—this is net after
writeoffs—$14 million, and we have other
miscellaneous recelvables of $190,000. So
that we will say, as a pro forma statement,
we have in the liquidation operation a paper
loss now of $5,672,000. In addition to that,
we have wrltten off about $24 million of the
veterans' liability account. So, in essence,
if I was to total it, I would say we have less
than #25 million direct appropriated-fund
loss. That does not enter any of our admin-
istrative expenses. I am just talking about
spending appropriated money.

Total home loans guaranteed.._.. 5, 083, 000
Claims paid 85, 000
Percent foreclosed 0.7

VA loan guaranty program—Income and ex-
pense statement as of December 31, 1957
Income:
Gross profit on sales of prop-

B o e e e e $14, 074, 000
Rental and miscellaneous in=
come 2, 623, 000

Interest Income on loans re-
ceivable and veterans ac-

counts. 19, 898, 000
Total 36, 405, 000

VA loan guaranty program—Income and ex-
pense statement as of December 31, 1957—
Continued

Expenses and losses: i

Property management and
sales expense..... LI T 17, 670, 000
General expense 454, 000
Written off liability accounts. 24, 043, 000
ot - Ll e e s Lbl 42, 167, 000
NG 1085 e e s idas b, 672, 000

VA direct-loan program—Authorization

The maximum amounts of Congressional
authorizations for Treasury advances to the
direct loan revolving fund, pursuant to the

various legislation enactments described
above, are recapitulated in the following
table:
Flecal year 1851 . ... $150, 000, 000
Fiscal year 1062: . oamoa il 25, 000, 000
Fiecal year 1958 oo cccaaaan 100, 000, 000
Fiscal year 1954 o oooooo.. 100, 000, 000
Fiscal year 19566 ______________ 150, 000, 000
Fiscal year 1958 . ... 150, 000, 000
Fiscal year 1957 cccceaaaa e 150, 000, 000
Fiscal year 1958_ .. oo 1 None
Total — 825, 000, 000

1 The bill provides an authorization of $150 million for
the direct-loan program for each of the fiscal years 1959
and 1960, and $50 million for each quarter of fiscal year
1958 which remains unexpired upon enactment of this
bill. The following tables show the present status of
direct-loan funds, the extent to which applications
greatly exceed loans made even though it has been widely
known that funds were limited, and that income has
exceeded expense by over 533 million:

Status of direc!-loan funds
$£120, 764, 000

16, 476, 000
Total available for making loans July 1-

Dece. 31, 1957. wvmnsesennsisaon, 188y 240,000
Net i in funds bered July 1-
i 2, ks L 1 S e B Y T 133, 760, 000
Unencumbered funds, end of December
o e e e e E e s ety L 3, 480, 000
Estimated principal repayments, Jan. 1-
June 30, 1088, o Sl D LR e 17, 520, 000
Estimated funds available for loans
Jan. 1-June 30, 1958, .. . . _...... 21, 000, 000
Balance due on loans outstanding, Dec.
81, 1958 - 730, 507, 000
Income and expense statement as of Dec, 51, 1957
Income:
Interest on direct loans. _._.___________ $83, 481,000
Gross proflt on sales of property.._.__. 59, 000
Interest income on mortgage receiv-
ables_______ 140, 000
P LEET ST T el Do Rl LR G 80, 000
Total 83, 760, 000
Expense and losses: e T |
Interest expense on Treasury advances. 46, 481, 000
Property management and selling costs. 169, 000
Fees to attorney.... - 8,246,000
Liquidation expense 40, 000
Charges 1 reservs 150, 000
Total. 50, 082, 000
Net worth 33, 678, 000

Mr. ELLENDER. How much addi-
tional authorization is provided by the

4081

bill for the Federal National Mortgage
Association?

Mr. SPARKMAN. One billion dollars
would be authorized to FNMA, to be used
in a special assistance program for the
purchase of mortgages on houses costing
up fo $13,500. We are trying to put the
emphasis on lower cost houses.

Mr. ELLENDER. That would apply
to mortgages already in existence?

Mr. SPARKMAN. No. It would be
limited to new construction.

Mr. ELLENDER. On new construc-
tion?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; because the
object of the program is to produce jobs.

Mr. ELLENDER. It is different from
FNMA?

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is
thinking of secondary operations, is he
not?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The funds are re-
stricted to use on new construction, for
the reason I have stated. I may point
out that the bill makes a further author-
ization to FNMA, amounting to half a
billion dollars, which the President can
use at his discretion. The President has
used $200 million from that fund within
the last few days.

Mr. ELLENDER I fear that, unless
the money was used on new construction,
these funds might be used for the benefit
of those who hold mortgages.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The money is to be
used for new construction. The Senator
is correct in anticipating such a pos-
sibility. The committee anticipated it,
and wrote this provision in the bill.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. First I wish to say
the Senator from Alabama has done an
excellent job of explaining the bill. The
bill carries an authorization of $1,850,-
000,000 for purchase by the Government
of home mortgages. Is that correct?

Mr. SPAREMAN. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. CAPEHART. However, the $1,-
850,000,000 is to be used at the discretion
of the President; is it not?

Mr. SPARKMAN, I do not wish to en-
gage in a debate over technical terms.
I would prefer to rest on the statement
I have made. The $500 million is to be
used purely at the discretion of the Pres-
ident. The other funds which the bill
would authorize for FNMA may be used
by FNMA to purchase mortgages under
provisions now written in the law.

Mr, President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Alabama is recognized for
5 additional minutes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The expenditure of
the half billion dollars is wholly within
the discretion of the President. The
other funds which the bill would au-
thorize FNMA fall under the provisions
of law set forth in the report. The pro-
visions provide, in effect, that the Com-
missioner is authorized to go to the
Treasury for funds, so far as the amount
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is authorized by law, as he needs such
funds. The Secretary of the Treasury,
of course, is authorized to let him have
the funds.

There was some testimony before the
committee as to whether this procedure
was mandatory so far as the Secretary
of the Treasury was concerned. The
opinion, I believe of all members of the
committee, was that it was not manda-
tory upon the Secretary of the Treasury,
but that, as the statute says, authority
was given to him to comply.

We all know that the Secretary of the
Treasury is a part of the President’s
executive body. Certainly, to the extent
that the President controls the Secretary
of the Treasury, the President has the
power to control the use of those funds.

Mr. CAPEHART. He likewise controls
the Director of FNMA; does he not?

Mr. SPARKEMAN. No, I do not think
so. FNMA is a constituent agency.

Mr. CAPEHART. A corporation.

Mr. SPAREMAN. A constituent
agency of the Housing and Home Finance
Ageney, which is an independent agency.
That Agency reports directly to the Pres-
ident, but my understanding of the legal
status of an independent agency is that
it is not subject to the President’s control.

Mr. CAPEHART. As to one of the
funds, the President definitely has dis-
cretionary authority.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. The Senator is cor-
rect. That authority is complete.

Mr. CAPEHART. As to the other, the
President has the power to stop the use
by positive action.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The President as
the Chief Executive has the same power
over all appropriations of Congress, does
he not?

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes. I wish to say,
if the Senator will yield further, that
what we were trying to accomplish in
the bill—and I think what we did ac-
complish—was, first, to give the Presi-
dent up to $1,850 million with which to
purchase mortgages.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Within the expla-
nation I gave.

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Let me make clear
that we have not suggested a change of
the existing law at all, so far as the
exercise of that control or discretion is
concerned.

_Mr. CAPEHART. If private industry
did not purchase the mortgages we
would expect the Government to do so.

Mr, SPAREKMAN. That is correct.

Mr. CAPEHART. In order to help al-
leviate the unemployment situation.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mortgages up to
$13.500.

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes. Then we have
attempted to give the President another
tool, which is the bringing of the VA
interest rate closer to the FHA interest
rate, in the belief that by so doing, by
extending the GI Housing Act another
2 years, by reducing the downpayments,
and by doing other things provided in the
bill, we will induce private industry to
build 1% million or at least 1 million
homes in the next 12 months.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes.

Mr. CAPEHART. And that private
industry will buy the mortgages.

Mr. SPAREMAN, Yes.
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Mr, CAPEHART. So that it will not be
necessary for the Federal Government
to dip very deeply into the $1,850 million.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I hope that will be
true. However, it will take a little time
to bring about the desired result.

Mr. CAPEHART. It is the feeling of
the committee, or at least of a great
majority of the members of the com-
mittee, that the bill is a good bill and
ought to be passed, because it will stimu-
late home construction, thereby imme-
diately putting unemployed people back
to work.

Mr. SPAREMAN. As I recall, the
committee reported the bill by a unani-
mous vote.

Mr. CAPEHART. But if we cripple
the bill by eliminating the increase in
the interest rates, we may not get the
results desired without calling further
upon the taxpayers to buy the mort-
gages.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I rather wish the
Senator from Indiana had not raised
that question, because he knows what my
attitude with regard to the increased
interest rates has been all along. I am
not willing to concede that point. I do
not want to get into an argument about
it. An amendment will be offered, which
will provide ample time for debate.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Will the Senator
wait for a moment, please?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Alabama has
expired,

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes more,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Alabama is recognized for
an additional 5 minutes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not concede
that the change in the interest rate
would weaken the bill, but I do not care
to debate that question at this point.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield so that I may an-
swer the question as to the interest rate?

Mr. SPARKMAN. If the Senator will
wait a moment, I want to make the Rec-
orp clear that in answering a question
the Senator propounded a while ago con-
cerning funds voted for use by the Presi-
dent I made the statement the funds
would be used for the purchase of mort-
gages up to $13,600. That statement ap-
plies generally, but it does not apply to
the half billion dollars which goes to
the President for use in his discretion.
Under the law, the President can use
that fund for the purchase of any class
mortgage he desires. He did, however,
in his action the other day, limit the ap-
plication to mortgages not in excess of
$10,000. That action shows that the
President is trying to deal with the same
problem we are seeking to solve, that of
getting lower-cost housing for the mass
market.

I now yield to the Senator from
Virginia.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I wish to say, on
the question of interest rates, that the
distinguished chairman of the subcom-
mittee will remember that the junior
Senator from Virginia twice voted to
hold the GI interest rate at 4% percent.
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Naturally, everyone would like to see the
interest rate for the veterans’ housing
held to as low a figure as is possible.

The testimony was that the banks
would not buy the 4l%-percent bonds.
We tell the veteran we are in favor of
low interest rates, but the veteran says,
“I am not getting a house.” Can we say
in answer, “Well, that is simply too bad?”

The bill provided $1'% billion of new
FNMA money, which would be a $1%
billion drain on the Treasury if we could
not sell the bonds. We were told that
the President’s fiscal program was not
in a position to stand another $114 bil-
lion drain on the Treasury. Therefore,
the junior Senator from Virginia tried
to break the deadlock by offering a com-
promise,

We should repeal the prohibition
against rediscounts, so that if the
builder wants to shade his mortgage by
one-quarter or one-half percent, he can
do so. If the President wants to raise
the interest rate from 4% to 434 per-
cent, then we would not be doing it, but
the President would be doing it. We
should give him that authority. If the
President finds the administration can-
not move the bonds, if he wishes to pro-
tect the Treasury from the drain on
FNMA purchases, and desires to get the
houses built, we should provide the au-
thority by which he can do so. That is
all the proposal represents, in a nutshell.
I have no apology to offer to anybody in
that regard. I made the motion. It was
adopted, as the Senator from Alabama
says, and on the final showdown the bill
was reported by the committee on a
unanimous vote.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr., SPAREMAN. Before I yield
further let me supply an answer to the
question which was asked by the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] a while
ago.

The present total FHA insurance
authorization is $25.8 billion. Insurance
in effect and outstanding commitments
are now nearing that total. For that
reason, the committee will at an early
date consider an administration request
to add an additional $3 billion to the
present FHA authorization. In other
words, the amount outstanding and al-
ready committed by FHA is in the neigh-
borhood of $25 billion.

Mr. ELLENDER. Was evidence pro-
vided to show that payments are being
made?

Mr. SPAREMAN. Yes. We have all
of that information in the record. We
do not have it here at the present time.

This has really been a most successful
operation. That is true of FHA and
even more true, I believe, of VA.

Mr. ELLENDER. It might be well to
have that material printed in the
RECORD,

Mr. SPAREMAN. I shall be very glad
to get those figures and place them in the
RECORD.

I want to say that nobody has dem-
onstrated a greater interest in housing
than has the Senator from Louisiana.
Back in the early days he was one of
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the three who were fighting year in and
year out for a housing program. The
basic housing law which we have today
is in large part the result of the handi-
work of the Senator from Louisiana,
along with the late Senator Bob Taft
and the late Senator Bob Wagner.

Mr. ELLENDER. I was not looking
for such compliments, but I appreciate
them.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am merely mak-
ing a statement of fact. The program
to which I refer has been one of the most
remarkable and successful programs we
have ever had.

Mr. ELLENDER. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr, McNAMARA. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield in order that I may
suggest the absence of a quorum and ask
unanimous consent that the time con-
sumed be not charged to either side?

Mr. SPAREMAN. My time has ex-
pired, I believe. If I have any time left,
I yield 30 seconds to the Senator from
Michigan.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, the time
consumed thereby to be not charged to
either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Michigan? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. McNAMARA. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the guorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. CarrorL], the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Crark], the senior Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. GreeN], the
junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY ], the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Jackson], the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. JounsTonl, the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. EEFAUVER],
the senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
KEerr], the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Lancer], the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. LoNG], the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. MAGcNUsSoN], the senior Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mr. Mozrse], the Sena-
tor from Montana [Mr. Murray], the
junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. NEU-
BERGER], the Senator from: Wyoming [(Mr.
O'ManoNEY], the junior Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasToRrE], the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. Proxmire], the
‘Senator from Georgia [Mr. Tarmapcel,
the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr,
THaYE], the Senator from Texas [Mr.
¥YarsoroUGH], and myself, I offer the
amendment which I send to the desk and
ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, On page 2,
line 1, it is proposed to strike out “(a).”

On page 2, it is proposed to strike out
lines 11 through 13.
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On page 12, beginning with line 4, it
is proposed to strike out through line 2
on page 13.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized
for an hour and a half.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yield myself 15 minutes.

Mr. President, I rise to discuss an
amendment to the housing bill before
us, S. 3418. This amendment is offered
on behalf of myself and 21 other Sen-
ators,

As reported by the committee, the bill
would increase the maximum interest
rate on GI guaranteed mortgages from
415 to 434 percent, and raise the interest
rate chargeable on Capehart military
housing mortgages from 4 to 4% per-
cent. Our amendment would strike out
those provisions of the bill which in-
crease these interest charges, thus con-
tinuing present rates.

Joining with me in offering this
amendment are Senators CARROLL,
CLARK, GREEN, HiLL, HUMPHREY, JACKSON,
JorunsTOoN of South Carolina, KEFAUVER,
KEerr, LaNGER, LoNc, MaGNUSON, MORSE,
MURRAY, NEUBERGER, O'MAHONEY, Pas-
TORE, PROXMIRE, TALMADGE, THYE, and
YARBOROUGH.

When the commitiee first considered
this bill last Tuesday, it rejected by a
vote of 8 to 7 an amendment to increase
maximum interest rates on GI mortgages
from 414 to 5 percent and on Capehart
military housing mortgages from 4 to 415
percent. Last Thursday, however, it
adopted by voice vote an amendment to
increase the GI rate from 4% to 434 per-
cent and the Capehart rate from 4 to 415
percent.

I disagreed with these rate increases
and originally intended to file vigorous
dissent. However, in order to expedite
reporting the bill I agreed not to file
minority views, but I served notice that
I intended to wage a fight on these in-
creases when the bill came before the
Senate.

WHY RAISE INTEREST RATES NOW?

Mr. President, I am firmly convinced
that we will make a grave mistake if we
boost these interest rates at a time when
interest rates generally are rapidly de-
clining. To do so would place an artifi-
cial floor by senatorial action, under the
money market.

It was less than 2 hours after the
committee orcered the bill reported that
the Federal Reserve Board approved an-
other substantial cut in the rediscount
rate. This was the third such cut in less
than 4 months, bringing the rate from
315 to 2, percent, a drop of 33%; per-
cent. The committee’s action took place
2 hours before the third cut was made by
the Federal Reserve Board as an anti-
recession measure to meet economic con-
ditions prevailing today. This represents
their latest effort to loosen the tight-
money policy they, themselves, have cre-
ated in order to help erase its effects.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I am glad to yield
to my distinguished colleague from Ten-
nessee. .

Mr. GORE. There is some indication
that certain people in Wall Street had
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more advanced notice of the impending
action than the committee itself must
have had.

Mr. MONRONEY. Iam notadvised as
to that, although I have read reports in
the newspapers also suggesting this fact.
Certainly the committee would have
been red-faced if it had had any such in-
formation. I cannot conceive of a sen-
atorial committee going one way, toward
a deepening depression, when the Fed-
eral Reserve Board is going the other way
in an effort to correct its original error
of tizhtening the money supply of the
Nation.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY, I yield.

Mr. LONG. I am sure the Senator
realizes that anything we do to discour-
age the rapid reduction of the interest
rates, and an immediate drastic reduc-
tion, too, will merely prolong the re-
cession we are in at the present time.
Anyone ergaged in a major construction
program would be inclined to wait until
the interest rates were as low as they
could go.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank my distin-
guished colleague for his comment.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield, or does he prefer to con-
clude his remarks before yielding?

Mr. MONRONEY. I am glad to
yvield. I am happy to have so many in-
terested colleagues ask me questions.

Mr. BUSH. I wish to raise a ques-
tion about what the Senator said in re-
gard to putting a floor under interest
rates. By the pending measure, we
would permit an increase in the VA rate
ceiling to 4% percent. I ask the Sena-
tor if the ceiling on the FHA rate is now
6 percent, although the interest rate in
practice is 51 percent.

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is
correct. However, when the Banking
and Currency Committee of the Senate,
which is supposed to be the economie
committee of the Senate, comes out in
favor of higher and higher interest rates
as they have done in the pending bill,
we are serving notice on the entire
money market that we will reverse the
trend and will put a floor under the
money market,

Even if we wanted a higher floor, I
cannot imagine what justification there
is for the one-half of 1 percent increase
on the Capehart housing, mortezages
which are insured by the Government,
and cover housing built for Government
use on Government reservations. It is
like legislating an increase on Govern-
ment bonds. Later I shall read a state-
ment made by the Housing Subcommit-
tee stating that Capehart mortgages are
comparable to Government bonds.

Mr. BUSH. If they are that sound,
they will seek their level, as Government
bonds will seek their level. They should
be allowed to seek their level. What the
Senator is saying is that he is more in-
terested in interest rates than in hous-
ing. What we are trying to do is to get
houses built.

Mr. MONRONEY. What the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut would
do would be to pay a premium that
would cost both Uncle Sam and the GI's




4084

$1 billion during the term of these mort-
gages.

Mr. BUSH. I respectfully—

Mr. MONRONEY. It is unconscion-
able. It is regressive. It is the height
of economic folly. It is calculated to
lead this country back into the jungle of
a deepening depression at a time when
there are a few signs, at least in the
money market, that we are about to get
the price of money down to a point where
the average borrower can build a house
and small-business men can borrow the
money with which to make improve-
ments in their businesses.

I do not like the stranglehold which
the money lenders have had on the econ-
omy of the country. As a Member of
the Senate I do not intend to be a party
to any attempt to tighten the strangle-
hold. I hope the Senate will vote to
break the stranglehold by approving my
amendment.

Mr. BUSH. I certainly wish to join
my friend from Oklahoma in breaking
any strangleholds, because I do not be-
lieve there should be any strangleholds.
However, I would prefer to have the peo-
ple who want to build homes have a
stranglehold on some money. A great
deal of money is available if the interest
rate is made attractive. That has been
demonstrated by the FHA program.
What we are seeking to do in the bill is
to provide the veterans, as the American
Legion so urgently requests, with the
same possibility of attracting the money
as is afforded other citizens, and at a dif-
ferential of one-half of 1 percent.

Mr. MONRONEY. I am not willing to
offer a bribe of one-half of 1 percen: to
get money for the GI's 90 days sooner,
when I know that they will be paying
through the nose for the 80-day speedup
over the 30-year life of the morigage.
I do not believe the Senate should do it,
and a great many of my colleagues on
this side of the aisle, at least, do not think
s0 either.

Mr. BUSH. The Senator paints a pic-
ture of a few men controlling vast sums
of capital.

Mr. MONRONEY. Does the Senator
doubt it?

Mr. BUSH. I certainly do.

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator from
Connecticut is experienced in Wall
Street, and he knows the money mar-
ket. He knows the banking fraternity.
I will say that a few men, heads of great
accumulations of money such as the
large insurance companies, can sit
around a table and decide that money
will be tight tomorrow.

Mr. BUSH. The Senator knows that
the money he is talking about belongs
to the 100 million people who have life-
insurance policies and 50 million people
who have savings and loan deposits and
thrift accounts in the commercial banks.
That is the money the Senator is talk-
ing about. Those people are entitled to
a return on their savings. It would be
a bad day, indeed, when we discouraged
people from saving their money and get-
ting the going rate of interest on it. I
am sure the Senator does not disagree
with me on that point.

Mr. MONRONEY. I do not disagree
that there are probably 60 million peo-
ple who own life-insurance policies.
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i Mr. BUSH. The number is 100 mil-
on.

Mr. MONRONEY. Or 100 million.
However, 10 men representing 100 mil-
lion does not look like good representa-
tion to the junior Senator from Okla-
homa. That is what has happened.
Perhaps that is good representation for
Wall Street, but it is not representation
in the style of Oklahoma, Pennsylvania,
Louisiana, Texas, or the rest of this
country. Those men enjoy great power
and can determine what investment will
be favored and what investment will be
blackballed.

Mr. BUSH. Has the Senator found
some way in Oklahoma of operating sav-
ings banks and life insurance companies
which would be an improvement over
the present system?

Mr. MONRONEY. In Oklahoma we
are establishing some great, fine insur-
ance companies, because we are sick and
tired of sending money to be concen-
trated in Wall Street. When we shall
have succeeded, the Senator will find
that our insurance executives will be in-
terested in building Oklahoma instead of
building larger and larger reserves of
tax-exempt wealth.

Mr. BUSH. May I ask whether in
the Senator’s State the insurance com-
panies are interested in buying mort-
gages?

Mr. MONRONEY. Some institutions
have been ready to buy to the limits of
their capacity at the present rates. The
building and loan associations have been
buying GI mortgages when they have
been blackballed by the lending fra-
ternity in the great centers of population.

Mr. BUSH, Have they bought FHA
mortzages?

Mr. MONRONEY. They have, because
the finanecial institutions, indigenous to
Oklahoma, are interested in building up
the State, ’

The Hartford insurance companies
can make available plenty of money for
housing in Hartford, but it will not help
Oregon or Texas or Wisconsin.

Mr. BUSH. The insurance companies
in Hartford lend money not only in
Hartford, but all over the United
States—and very generously.

Mr. MONRONEY. But the stream be-
comes progressively thinner as it
reaches areas a greater distance from
Hartford.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Oklahoma has
expired.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yvield myself another 10 minutes. If
time is available, I should be delighted
to return to this discussion.

Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr, CAPEHART. Do not the savings
banks and insurance companies in Okla-
homa operate under the same kind of
laws under which similar institutions
operate in New York, Pennsylvania, and
Indiana?

Mr. MONRONEY. They do, but they
are a little more interested in investing
their funds in Oklahoma than in having
it siphoned into New York and other
great centers.
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Mr. CAPEHART. Does not the Sena-
tor think that the commercial banking
rates in Oklahoma are higher than they
are in Indiana and other States?

Mr. MONRONEY. I am not familiar
with the bank rates. I have never tried
to borrow money in Indiana. I am cer-
tain it would be a little more difficult
than it would be in Oklahoms.

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the Senator
state categorically that the interest rates
charged by banks in Oklahoma are lower
than, or are the same as they are in
Indiana?

Mr. MONRONEY. I should be happy
to yield to the friend of the distinguished
Senator from Indiana, namely, the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. KErr], who might be able to
impart some of that information.

Mr. EERR. I may say to the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana that I
have never honored that State by bor-
rowing money there. If any bank there
is available for lending and would accept
the collateral which the Senator from
Oklahoma has to offer, I assure the Sen-
ator from Indiana that he need not be-
come uneasy; the Senator from Okla-
homa will be around to call on any of the
banks which have the money available.

As of now, the interest rate which the
Senator from Oklahoma or any organiza-
tion in which he has any interest what-
ever is paying is higher in the State of
New York than it is in either Oklahoma,
Texas, Louisana, Illincis, or any of the
other places which, at the moment, the
Senator from Oklahoma is favoring with
the handling of his borrowings.

Mr. President, will my colleague yield
for a question?

Mr. MONRONEY. Iam glad to yield.

Mr. KEERR. The distinguished Sena-
tor from Connecticut [Mr. Busal has
talked about the availability and un-
availability of money. I wonder if he is
aware of the fact that about 4 months
ago the United States Treasury was pay-
ing interest of about 3.70 perecent-plus
on its 90-day bills. For the last few
weeks, the Treasury has been paying
from 1.20 up to 1.64 percent interest on
90-day bills, solely because the Federal
Reserve Board and the United States
Treusury decided that they would no
longer inflict upon the economy and the
Government the exorbitant interest rates
which the Humphrey-Burgess policies,
with the approval of the Senator from
Connecticut, had imposed upon the
country and the Government. Thereby,
they prove to anyone who is either cu-
rious or objectively available to receive
information that they can and do deter-
mine the interest rates which are avail-
able, and that the Government can de-
termine whether mortgages shall bear
the rate of interest provided in the bill
as it was reported to the Senate, or
whether they shall bear the rate of in-
terest provided in the amendment of the
Senator from Oklahoma and his col-
leagues whe joined him in offering the
amendment. Any suggestion that the
interest rate will be determined by the
money market is purely window dressing,
is purely alibi, is purely and theoreti-
cally a justification for grand larceny.
[Laughter.]
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Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KERR. Idomnot have the floor.

Mr. MONRONEY. Iyield tothe Sena-
tor from Connecticut. I hope it will be
agreeahble to the Senator from Connecti-
cut to yield back to me some of the time
which has been used by my senior col-
league and him.

Mr. BUSH. I appreciate the courtesy
of the junior Senator from Oklahoma.

My good friend, the senior Senator
from Oklahoma, made so many extraor-
dinary statements in one very involved
sentence that it is a little difficult to
answer them all at once.

I certainly agree with him that inter-
est rates have come down. I do not be-
lieve this has been due to the Treasury
or to the Federal Reserve Board, but to
the fact that the demand for money has
slackened somewhat, so that money has
sought a lower level, just as, unfortu-
nately, commodities do from time to time
when the demand slackens.

I emphatically reject the whole of the
Senator’s statement that what he ealls
the tight-money policy was a result of
the policies of the current administra-
tion, because it was not at all. The sen-
ior Senator from Oklahoma and I have
heretofore discussed this question. He
knows perfectly well that under the law
the control of the money market, such as
there is, is in the hands of the Federal
Reserve Board. The Federal Reserve
Board is not composed of members of
this administration. On the contrary, I
think that with one exception they are
all the appointees of previous adminis-
trations. They were pretty good ap-
pointments.

If the Senators of the opposition want
to do something about controlling the
interest rates and controlling the money
market, they ought to propose legisla-
tion to revise the Federal Reserve Act.
That is how it could be done. But to say
that what has happened is the fault of
the administration makes no sense at all,
in my judgment.

Mr. KEERR. With the permission of
my colleague, my response is that the
Senator from Connecticut has finally
made an accurate statement on the floor.
He said those policies made no sense at
all. In that, the Senator has finally
made an accurate statement.

Mr. BUSH. I did not say that.

Mr. EERR. I should say that an ob-
stinate Senator has stumbled on the
truth.

Mr. BUSH: Iappreciate the Senator’s
compliment, but that is not what I said.
I said the Senator’s accusation regarding
the tight-money policy being the result
of the policies of, I think he said, Hum-
phrey and Burgess, and so forth, did not
add up; that control of the money mar-
ket, as the Senator from Oklahoma well
knows, because he sat through hours and
hours of hearings and had the situation
explained, and he read and reread the
record and talked about it, lies with the
Federal Reserve Board, and that was
established by an act of Congress. That
is an independent agency; it does not re-
port to the President.

If the Senator wants to do something
constructive about the money markef,
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from his point of view, then what is
needed, I can assure him, is a revision of
the Federal Reserve Act. But I venture
to predict that any move in that direc-
tion would meet with a very marked lack
of enthusiasm in the Senate.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator agree to a request for the
return of about 5 minutes time? We
are operating under a fime limitation.
I should be glad to yield further, but the
time is gefting short.

Mr. BUSH. I shall be glad to ask
that the time be yielded from this side,
because both Senators from Oklahoma
have been very courteous in listening to
me on this subject.

Mr., MONRONEY. We shall not ask
for interest at the rate of 414 percent.

Mr. BUSH. Wae shall be glad to make
it 434 percent.

Mr. MONRONEY. I now yield to my
distinguished colleague.

Mr. KERR. In response to what the
Senator from Connecticut has said, I
must remind him that former Secretary
of the Treasury Humphrey said it was
his policy, speaking for the administra-
tion; that Mr. Burgess said it was his
policy, speaking for the administration;
and that the President of the United
States, at a press conference last year,
said that those policies were his fiscal
policies, and that when Mr. Humphrey
left the Treasury, those policies would
not be changed; that Mr. Humphrey
had merely been carrying out his, Pres-
ident Dwight D. Eisenhower’s, policies.

I wish to say to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Connecticut and to this hon-
orable body that we were advised by Mr.
Humphrey and Mr. Burgess and Mr.
Martin of the Federal Reserve Board
that they met together; that on one day,
Mr. Humphrey and Mr. Burgess would
have lunch with the Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, and then, on an-
other day of the week, the Chairman of
the Federal Reserve Board and his asso-
ciates would have lunch with the Sec-
retary of the Treasury. So they worked
out these policies together.

I placed in the Recorp the statement
of Mr. Burgess, namely, that he went
info office to put into effect the higher-
interest-rate policies. He admitted
that he had achieved them.

I also placed in the Recorp the state-
ment he made to the directors and
stockholders of his bank in New York
City, early in 1953, before he came to
Washington. That statement was that
he was going to be away from them for
a little while, but that in his job in
Washington, as he said, “I will still be
working for you.” I put that statement
into the Recorp, and it is there. The
Senator from Connecticut can see it
there, and the world knows it.

The Senator from Connecticut can
rise on this floor and can say that those
were not the policies of his administra-
tion, if he wishes to. But the spokes-
men for his administration said they
were the policies of the administration
and that the administration did put
them into effect. And they resulted in
the present recession.

Then, working with the President, he
has publicly—
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time yielded by the Senator from Okla-
homa to himself has expired.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President——

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Oklahoma 2 minutes
from the time available to our side.

But first I should like to have the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma yield to me, in
order that I may make a correction, if
he does not object.

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. BUSH. The senior Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. EErr] has referred to
the policy as a tight-money policy. But
what the President and George Hum-
phrey spoke about was a sound money
policy, and that has been the policy of
this administration from the very start.
That is thoroughly set forth in the Rec-
orp; and the Senator from Oklahoma
knows perfectly well that that—not a
tight money policy—has been the policy
of this administration.” Tight money
has been the result of other things; it
has not been a deliberate policy. Tight
money has been a result of the exces-
sive demand for the money, because of
an unprecedented use of money, unprec-
edented prosperity, unprecedented em-
ployment, and so forth. I wish the Rec-
orbp to be clear.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I wish the
Senator from Connecticut would detail
what is included in the “and so forth.”
That is what I am interested in, and that
is what is playing hell with the couniry
right now—the “and so forth.” [Laugh-
ter.] I wish the Senator from Connecti-
cut would discuss that phase of the
subject for a few minutes.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma will feel happier to
have me do so, I shall strike out the
words “and so forth.”

Mr. KERR. No, Mr. President; I do
not want the Senator from Connecticut
to strike them out. I only want him to
detail their meaning.

Mr. BUSH. I hope the Senator from
Oklahoma understands the difference
between tight money and sound money,
because there is quite a difference. At
times, one may be the result of the
other.

But at the present time we are in a
period of much easier money. In my
judgment, this is a result of the sound
money policy.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I can only
say that a rose by any other name would
smell as sweet; and tight money by any
other designation would bind as tightly.
[Laughter.] i

I thank my colleague for yielding to
me.

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President——

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to my dis-
tinguished colleague, the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK].

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I wonder
whether the Senator from Oklahoma will
agree with the following brief summary
of the difference of opinion existing be-
tween himself and the distinguished Sen-
ator from Connecticut: The Senator
from Connecticut, who has so ably stated
his views in the Banking and Currency
Committee, where both of us serve, is




4086

laboring, I believe, under the misappre-
hension or delusion that there is a free-
money market in the United States,
whereas it is my judgment that our coun-
try has an administered money market.
I happen to believe that the views of
the Senator from Connecticut—and, Mr.
President, he is a good friend of mine,
and I know that as a result of the state-
ment I am about to make, he will not
think I am trying to violate the Senate
rule—are a little obsolete.

I believe we have need for some gov-
ernmental action in connection with the
fixing of interest rates, in order to bridge
the gap between what is now cheap
money in every other field and the high
interest rates which are still in effect on
mortgages. We have suggested that such
action be taken by continuing the present
ceiling on interest rates on VA loans.
But if it is not taken, the end result will
be a further gap between the interest
rates on mortgage money and the interest
rates in the open market. Does not the
Senator from Oklahoma agree?

Mr. MONRONEY. I agree in part.
But if, as a result of Congressional action,
the interes’ rates are advanced one-half
of 1 percent—a 16 percent increase—in
the case of Capehart housing mortgages,
which are as good as Government bonds;
there is no dispute on that point, and if
as a result of Congressional action the
interest rate on GI mortgages is ad-
vanced one-quarter of 1 percent, to the
rate of 434 percent, the Congress will
have taken two steps to increase interest
rates while the monetary managers are
trying to correct their grave error which
brought about the recession; they are
trying to reduce by one-third the rates
they put into effect. The situation is as
simple as that. In other words, that
would be a case of jumping on a horse
and attempting to ride off in opposite di-
rections. The money managers are going
to lower their rates one-third; but the
bill reported by the Senate Committee
on Banking and Currency proposes to in-
crease the interest rates by one-fourth of
1 percent. Certainly if there could be a
simultaneous movement in opposite di-
rections, it would be the neatest trick of
the week.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield further to
me?

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, my
time is limited.

Mr. BUSH. Then I shall be glad to
yield myself an additional 5 minutes, if
my leader will permit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut is recognized
for an additional 5 minutes.

Mr, BUSH. Mr. President, I desire to
confirm what the Senator from Penn-
sylvania has said about our friendship.
In many ways my respect for him is
very high indeed. I am sure he is cor-
rect in many cases. But I am also sure
that in this case he is wrong.

If he does not like the way the money
market is being handled, why does he
not, along with other Senators who share
his view, propose a change in the money
market? I challenge them to propose
that the Federal Reserve Act be amended
in any way which they think should be
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done. That would be the way to make
the corrections they call for.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, at this
time I am delighted to defer to the
Senator from Oklahoma, who knows
much more about this matter than I do.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr, President, I
vield to my distinguished quarterback
[laughter] that is to say, I yield to the
distinguished senior Senator from Ok-
lahoma [Mr. KERr].

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, certainly
the Federal Reserve Board thinks there
is something wrong with the present sit-
uation, because beginning in November
the Board reversed itself, and now the
Board is going in the opposite ditec-
tion—as it has authority to do, and as
it felt compelled to do.

I wish to say that I am so completely
in approval of what the Board is doing
now—namely, making money more avail-
able, and at a lower interest rate—that
I wish to encourage the Board to con-
tinue to do that. I would give the Board
my encouragement, instead of attempt-
ing to draft a bill which would simply
slow down the Board in its tracks, throw
it back on its haunches, and compel it
to return to the tight-credit, tight-
money, high-interest-rate policy which
the Board itself adopted and put into ef-
fect for so long, but which it now has
abandoned and reversed. While the
Board is in that frame of mind, why
should we cram a reversal down its
throat?

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, in the first
place, let me say that I hope the Senator
from Oklahoma will agree that there
must be some flexibility in interest rates,
just as there must be in the case of the
price of any commodity.

The Senator from Oklahoma was here
in 1951, when a very great debate took
place in regard to the control of the
Federal Reserve Board by the Treasury.
Because of the efforts of 1 or 2 Senators
on his side of the aisle, in the course of
very statesmanlike speeches—for in-
stance, I may refer to the excellent
speech made by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas]l—the
hold of the Treasury upon the Federal
Reserve Board was broken at that time,
the artificially depressed interest rates
were then ended, a free market in Gov-
ernment bonds was restored, and in-
terest rates began to seek a proper level,
as required by the law of supply and
demand.

So I give full credit to the Senators on
his side of the aisle who, at that very
critical time, had the courage to stand
up and call a spade a spade. They ac-
tually had sufficient influence to break
the hold of the Treasury on the Federal
Reserve Board. The record in that mat-
ter is very clear. But if the Senator
from Oklahoma would like me to do so,
I can dig it out of the files and can put
it into the Recorp again,

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Connecticut has almost worn
it out in the process of putting it in the
Recorp many times; and Pavr DoucLas,
the senior Senator from Illinois, will
never live it down. [Laughter.] If the
Senator from Connecticut does not stop
bragging about the part the Senator
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from Illinois [Mr., DoucrAs] played in
that movement, he will never be able to
show his face again, not even in the
Senate of the United States, without
being accompanied by a bodyguard.
[Laughter.]

Mr. BUSH. Mr, President, I shall al-
ways give the Senator from Illinois
credit for it; it is one of the best things
he ever did.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time the Senator from Connecticut has
yielded to himself has expired.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yield an additional 10 minutes to myself,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized
for an additional 10 minutes.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
has said that flexibility is needed. It
seems that the Republicans believe that
farm price supports need flexibility in
order to go down, but that interest rates
need flexibility in order to go up.

In my opinion, an attempt is being
made to place price supports under the
interest rates which have been falling.
The same persons who cheer the stand
taken by the Secretary of Agriculture,
Mr. Benson, in opposition to price sup-
ports for cotton, corn, wheat, and dairy
products, and who say that his position
in that respect is sound business, now
are asking that price supports be placed
under the interest rates on money.

We are told these rates need to be
flexible. The administration is talking
about flexible farm price supports.
When the moneylenders, the banks, the
big financial institutions, are involved,
the administration means flexibility up:
but when farmers are involved, the ad-
ministration means flexibility down.

One of the most accurate reflections
of the administration's attitude I have
seen is a statement which Mr. Cole, Mr.
Eisenhower's Housing Administrator,
made in the hearing on the bill. I wish
Senators would listen to this:

Mr. CoLE. Assuming that money for mort-
gages becomes more difficult, Senator, which
we do not see Immediately in the picture—
assuming that money becomes more difficult
to obtain, we believe, naturally, that the
FHA interest rate should rise. Assuming
that money becomes more and more eas!ly
obtainable, then, naturally, the Government
must undertake a study—

I emphasize this—
must undertake a study to determine when
and if the interest rate should be lowered.

When money becomes tight they raise
interest rates, but when money becomes
easy, then they study and think and find
out if or when rates should be lowered.
That is a fine illustration of the admin-
istration’s attitude. It urges lower and
lower price supports in the agricultural
market, while the cost of producing agri-
cultural products goes higher and high-
er; but the administration now asks for
a $1 billion support under a falling
money market for the benefit of Wall
Street.

I call the attention of the Senate to
the chart which is in the Chamber to
illustrate that since last October interest
rates have been moving down on a wide
front. Interest costs on the Treasury’s
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3 months’ bills have fallen from 3.66
to 1.35 percent—a decline of 2.31 per-
centage points. Rates on prime com-
mercial paper (4-6 months), have
dropped from 4.1 to 2.6 percent, or 112
points. The average yields on Moody’s
AAA corporate bonds dropped from 4.1
to 3.59 percent. High grade municipal
bonds declined from 3.8 to 3.36 percent.
Long term United States Government
bond yields have fallen from 3.73 to 3.27
percent.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
showing these trends be printed in the
Recorp at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Interest-rate trends

Interest|Interest| Interest| Per-
Type rate, rate, rate, |cent-
October| latest | drop | age
1957 | figure drop
Treasnry bills (8-
month)s -...iioenre 3.66 1.35 231 60
Prime commercial
rates (4 to 6 months).| 4.1 2.6 15 a7
Federal Reserve dis-
count rates. . ........| 8.5 2.2 1.25 36
Corporate bonds
(Mood: b.tAdA) ..... 4.1 3.59 .51 12
Munieipal bonds
igh grade). . ..--.- 3.8 3.36 44 12
. B. Government
(long term) . ccecaee- 3.73 a;m .46 12

Source: Economic Indieators, p. 20.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
wish to reiterate that since last Octo-
ber interest costs on the Treasury's 3
months’ bills have declined 60 percent;
on prime commercial rates, 37 percent;
Federal Reserve discount rates, 36 per-
cent; on corporate bonds, 12 percent; on
high-grade municipal bonds, 12 percent;
on long-term United States Government
obligations, 12 percent.

That has occurred at a time when it
is proposed that the Senate of the United
States approve a bill which would make
interest rates flexible upward, and would
provide for increased interest rates, over
a period of 25 years, on Government-
guaranteed mortgages on Capehart
housing.

I agree with what my senior colleague
from Oklahoma said a while ago: This is
a deliberate effort to force up interest
rates at a time when there is a downward
trend. When interest rates are prepar-
ing to come in for a landing, it is pro-
posed that they take off again.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not interest-
ing that the administration, at a time
when money is getting cheaper to the
Government, asks that our citizens pay
more interest, that flexible interest price
supports be put in effect, which are flex-
ible upward only, yet the same admin-
istration, at a time when costs of agri-
culture are going up, when the cost of
produecing agricultural products is ris-
ing, while the price the farmer receives
is going down, wants support prices to
go down? When it comes to the farmer,
it says “Take less.” When it comes to
the bond broker or the moneylender,
it says, “Take more.” I do not think one
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needs much more of a description of
what the administration stands for.

I wish to join wholeheartedly, as I
have, as a cosponsor of the amendment
of the junior Senator from Oklahoma.
I say he is rendering a great service and
is reminding the American people again
that the rent of money—which is what
an interest rate is—should at least be
fair and just, and not be moving upward
at the very time the cost of money to
the Government is going down.

Mr. MONRONEY. I agree completely
with my distinguished and able colleague
from Minnesota, who is always fighting
for the group of people in the United
States who seem to be of so little con-
cern to some of those who manage our
money. We always find the Senator
from Minnesota fighting for the people
neglected by this administration—Ila-
borers, farmers, small-business men.

When such people are in distress, it
represents an economic cold front. When
farmers and small-business men in Butte,
Mont., Amarillo, Tex.; Grand Junction,
Colo., are failing that economic cold
front moves from west to east, and pretty
soon the fires go out under the blast
furnaces in Pittsburgh and Cleveland.
If one studies the history of what hap-
pens when the little people are neglected,
he will see that the result is unemploy-
ment in the large industrial and mone-
tary centers. We are trying to do some-
thing to arrest a downward trend in
economic activity, and to make more
available on the money front means to
combat the recession. When the Senate
takes a stand for higher interest rates,
such action will not go unnoticed in the
money marts of the Nation. There will
be a stiffening all down the line, and
the Treasury, which under the tight
money policy, had to pay $3 billion in
extra interest payments from 1955 to
1957, will have to pay more because of
the block sought to be put in the way
of the declining money market by sena-
torial action. I for one am not willing
to take a gamble that may result in hav-
ing the Government again pay the fan-
tastic rates on its 90-day bills which it
had to pay at the height of the tight
money market.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I cannot help
thinking of the arguments which were
made in the past year as to why interest
rates were rising. The argument was
made that, of course, interest rates the
Government has to pay must go up, be-
cause money must find its own level of
worth, and that interest rates paid by the
Government were going up because they
were going up in the private market.
Now the interest rates are beginning to
go down, but the Government still says,
“My, wasn’t that a fine formula we had
before. When the interest rates are go-
ing up, that is fine.” So the effort is
made to keep them up.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Cole said that
when money gets tight, of course interest
rates have to be raised. When money
loosens up he said he would have to
study it. It is a question of “heads I
win, tails you lose.”
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Mr. HUMPHREY. At the very time
they are studying the matter, they want:
to peg the interest at the high rate.
However, when we want to study what
is happening to the man on the farm,
they say, “Let him slip a little bit more.
That makes it a little bit more flexible
to study.”

I say to the Senator from Oklahoma
that he is rendering a service because
surely the Congress of the United States
does not want to put its badge of honor
upon tight-money, high-interest-rate
policies which have brought the Nation
to the worst period of unemployment
in 16 years and to the third worst reces-
sion in our country’s history. I wish to
commend the Senator.

I am sorry that because of a commit-
tee meeting I could not be here earlier
today. But I assure the Senator he is
doing a job which millions of Ameri-
cans will applaud—the millions of Amer=
icans who have lost hundreds of thou-
sands and millions of dollars because
of the high interest rates in the private
economy, as well as in the public econ-
omy. I will be with the Senator,
shoulder to shoulder.

Mr. MONRONEY. I appreciate the
distinguished Senator’s cosponsorship of
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Oklahoma has
expired.

Mr. MONRONEY. Will the Chair
please advise me how much time I have
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma has 55 minutes
remaining,

Mr. MONRONEY. Does that include
the time which was paid back to me
without interest?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten
minutes were yielded from the Repub-
lican side.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the Chair.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to my dis-
tinguished colleague, the Senator from
Tennessee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield myself 10
additional minutes,

Mr. GORE. Several times during the
course of the debate it has been stated
that interest rates have gone up or,
conversely, it has been stated that inter-
est rates have gone down.

As a result of the investigation con-
ducted by the Committee on Finance, it
is elear beyond doubt that interest rates
were increased by deliberate, deeply
conceived Government policy. Interest
rates have now been brought down by
equally deliberate, deeply conceived Gov-
ernment policy. It has not happened by
accident.

I had been entertaining the hope that
our distinguished friend, the senior
Senator from Connecticut, would be dis-
abused of his fallacious notions by the
untoward events of recent months, but,
alas, he is still laboring under the view
that Government bonds are seeking their
level in a so-called free money market.
Alas for him.
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Mr. MONRONEY. I thank my distin-
guished colleague for his contribution.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to my dis-
tinguished colleague, the junior Senator
from Wisconsin, who has already dem-
onstrated so much interest in figchting
the battle for the average American.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Asa member of the
Committee on Banking and Currency I
should like to say that I am very proud
and happy that the Senator from Okla-
homa is making such an excellent state-
ment in the Senate Chamber this after-
noon. The Senator is making a valiant
fight. I am proud to join him in the
fight.

I should like to emphasize a matter
which has been brought out in the col-
loquy between the Senator from Okla-
homa and the Senator from Minnesota,
which is the impact or the effect of the
hard money, high interest rate policy
upon the people of America.

I have in my hand a paper which in-
dicates what has happened to income in
this country since 1952, according to the
Joint Economic Committee.

I point out for the information of
Senators that since 1952, in the past 5
years, personal interest income has
risen 58% percent; I repeat, 584 per-
cent. Farm income has fallen 20 per-
cent. Total personal income has gone
up only 26 percent. Labor income has
gone up 28 percent. Business and pro-
fessional income has gone up 10 per-
cent. Rental income of persons has
gone up 5 percent. Personal interest in-
come has gone up 5814 percent.

What has happened in this society in
the past 5 years is that unearned income
has climbed rapidly. Dividend income is
up 35 percent, and interest income is up
581 percent. The unearned income has
climbed, and climbed rapidly. This
money has come out of the pockets of the
farmers, of the workingmen and of the
small-business men.

I say to the Senator from Connecticut,
I think he makes an excellent point. In-
deed there are 100 million people who
benefit to some extent from interest in-
come. I should also like to invite the
attention of the Senator from Connecti-
cut to the fact that these are the people
who by and large pay a great deal more
in interest than they receive in interest.

There are a very few people in our
economy who receive virtually all the
dividend payments. Statistics I have
seen, which I have never heard ques-
tioned, show that about 2 percent of the
people receive more than 50 percent of
the dividends, and a very small propor-
tion of the people receive a very large
proportion of the interest income.

The fight which the Senator from
Oklahoma is making this afternoon is a
fight for all the people of America against
the very few people who control most
of the capital of the country.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for an observation?

Mr. MONRONEY. I will yield to the
Senator, if the Senator will yield some
time to me.
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Mr. BUSH. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator, Mr. President.

Mr. MONRONEY. Iam happy tohave
the additional 5 minutes. I yield to the
Senator.

Mr. BUSH. I should like to make one
or two observations to the Senator from
Wisconsin.

The Senator from Wisconsin speaks
about the rise in interest rates. I think
the Senator should, when he is talking
about a 581 percent increase, be a little
more precise. It would be guite signifi-
cant to know from what level the Sena-
tor began his computation. In other
words, a 58-percent increase on 1 per-
cent would take the interest rate up to
1.58 percent, and that would still be a
pretty low rate.

I believe it is quite significant that
the interest rates began to be considered
back in 1951, as I pointed out, when they
were artificially depressed—it might be
said suppressed—by the Treasury, under
orders from the administration of that
time. The interest rates did get down to
very, very low levels, so as to discourage
people from  buying Government bonds
and from saving money.

Mr. KEERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I reply to the
Senator?

Mr. BUSH. I do not think the Sena-
tor's comment about a 581 -percent in-
crease in the interest rate is at all sig-
nificant, unless the Senator gives the
detail as to the level from which it rose
and the level to which it went, which fi-
nally represented a 58!% percent in-
crease.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I shall be delighted
to give the details for the information of
the Senator.

In 1952 the personal interest income in
this country was $12.3 billion. At that
time the farm income was $15.1 billion.
The personal interest income has now
risen, from $12.3 billion—which is a great
deal of money—to $19.5 billion, which is
a 581, percent increase. At the same
time, the farm income has dropped from
$15 billion to $12 billion.

I see the point of the distinguished
Senator.

Mr. BUSH. We are talking about in-
terest rates, not total dollars.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I understand the
Scenator’s point. Interest rates were
relatively low in 1952. I reply by saying
to the distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut that in my judgment interest
rates were low, they should have been
low, and they should continue to be low.
I have always been a low interest rate
man. I think that the compensation
which capital received in 1952 was ample.

Mr. BUSH. In other words, the Sen-
ator says he disagrees with the decision
to separate the Federal Reserve Board
from control of the Treasury, which
took place back at that time?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I may say to the
Senator from Connecticut that he has
been very well and eloguently answered
by the senior Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. Kerr], who pointed out that there
has not been any real separation, but
that the members of the Federal Reserve
Board lunch with the Secretary of the
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Treasury and the other Cabinet mem-
bers, and with the President of the
United States. This is a policy which
has to be planned. If the policy is not
planned, I think there is something
wrong with the procedure. I think we
should have a planned monetary system.

Mr. BUSH. I will say to the Senator
that I attended some of the meetings of
the Committee on Finance when the dis-
tinguished Secretary of the Treasury was
answering questions, and he confessed,
under questioning by the Senator from
Louisiana, that he differed with one of
the moves which the Federal Reserve
Board had made just prior to that time.
I think the Federal Reserve Board had
raised the rediscount rate. The Secre-
tary of the Treasury was attacked for
that action, and Secretary Humphrey
said, “Well, to tell the truth, I did not
agree with that.”

It would be ridiculous, I think, to say
that the Federal Reserve Board should
not consult with the Treasury Depart-
ment or with leaders of the Senate, like
my distinguished friend from Oklahoma.
I think the members of the Federal Re-
serve Board would profit by more contact
with him from time to time, with other
officers of the Government, and with
the public, too. The fact that they
might have lunch together ocecasionally,
or even frequently, would seem to me to
be a very good idea. If the Senator
were the Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve Board, I think he would welcome
all the advice he could get from inter-
ested persons with sound ideas.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I agree; but I
merely contend that they work together.

I defer to the senior Senator from
Oklahoma.

Mr. KEERR. Mr. President, will my
colleague yield to me?

Mr. MONRONEY. I am happy to
yield to my colleague,

Mr. KERR. The statement by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Connecticut
about the remarks of our good friend
from Wisconsin illustrates the fog in
which the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut seems to insist on moving.

The Senator from Wisconsin made the
statement that the interest income of
the American people had gone up 58 per-
cent. That was in terms of volume of
dollars of interest paid by borrowers on
the one hand, and collected by lenders
on the other hand. That was the state-
ment which the Senator from Wisconsin
made. The Senator from Connecticut
rose and talked about how much interest
rates had gone up percentagewise, with
reference to the interest borrowers pay.

Mr, BUSH. And the Senator from
Wisconsin thought I had a good point.

Mr. KEERR. The Senator from Wis-
consin was talking about one thing, and
the Senator from Connecticut was talk-
ing about another thing. That illus-
trates the posture in which the Senator
from Connecticut is found this after-
noon.

The administration has fled in terror
from the high-interest rate, tight-credit,
hard-money policy which it had invoked.
The Federal Reserve Board has been
lowering rediscount rates. It has been
operating with its open market com-
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mittee, buying securities in the market
to increase the reserves of member
banks, It has even taken the most dras-
tic step of all the steps it could take, and
that is to reduce the reserve require-
ment, to get away from the high-interest
rate, tight-credit, hard-money policy.

Yet the Senator from Connecticut
stands on the floor of the Senate, like
the boy on the burning deck, “Whence
all but he had fled,” and tries to do that
which would force the others back to
the burning ship, from which they have
fled in terror.

I know that they look with chagrin
upon the efforts of the Senator from
Connecticut to put a chain upon them
and pull them back to the burning ship,
from which even the Senator from Okla-
homa and his colleagues are now at-
tempting to protect them by offering
them sanctuary and safety away from it.

My good friend from Connecticut
stands there alone, with the flag of the
high-interest rate, hard-money, and
tight-credit policy unfurled to the breeze,
with the very beams of the ship burning
under him. I say to him, “Get off the
ship before it consumes you, as it has
consumed the administration which per-
petuated it.”

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma has paid me such
delicate compliments and has offered
such assurances of sympathy and con-
cern that I could not let the ocecasion
pass without grateful acknowledgement.
The Senator from Oklahoma has always
been most generous in his concern for
my position in the Senate, and I appre-
ciate it.

I should like to ask the Senator a ques-
tion, He stated that the Federal Re-
serve Board had lowered the rediscount
rate and eased the reserve requirements.
Does the Senator think the administra-
tion has forced the Federal Reserve
Board to do those things? Has the ad-
ministration compelled the Federal Re-
serve Board to reduce the rediscount
rate, and to reduce the reserve require-
ments, or did the Federal Reserve Board
take those actions in perfect freedom,
and without any hampering restrictions
on the part of the administration?
What does the Senator honestly think
about that?

Mr. EERR. I honestly think that it
was not done on either basis. I honestly
believe that when Bob Anderson became
Secretary of the Treasury he persuaded
the President of the United States to ap-
point a Monetary Control and Fiseal
Committee. As the Senator will remem-
ber, it was highly publicized. The Com-
mittee was to consist of the President
himself, the new Secretary of the Treas-
ury, the Chairman of the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve Board, and
one or two others.

They started a new program of con-
centration and cooperation with respect
to the monetary control and fiscal poli-
cies which were in effect. In my judg-
ment, the new Secretary of the Treasury
was instrumental in bringing into play
the powerful influence of the President
of the United States with the Federal
Reserve Board. I do not believe that
the Federal Reserve Board took action
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uninfluenced by the administration. Nor
do I believe that the administration com~
pelled it to act. However, I believe that
the administration persuaded it.

The Federal Reserve Board has not
only taken the actions to which the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma referred, and which
the Senator from Connecticut knows it
took. It took another action—whether
it was for psychological purposes or as
an effective weapon, I do not know. It
even reduced the margin requirements
on purchases of bonds in the market.

Mr, BUSH. I think the Senator must
know the Governors of the Federal Re-
serve Board. Certainly he knows the
distinguished Chairman, Mr. Martin. I
think it is belittling to Mr. Martin for
the Senator to paint him as a man who
blows with the wind, who can be easily
pushed this way by one Secretary of the
Treasury and easily pushed another way
by another Secretary of the Treasury, or
even by the President of the United
States. I do not believe that at all. I
think Mr. Martin is capable of making
up his own mind about these questions,
and he does make up his own mind about
them. Certainly he will listen to advice
from the Secretary of the Treasury,
whether it be George Humphrey or Bob
Anderson. If the Senator from Okla-
homa were the head of the Federal Re-
serve Board, he would do the same thing,
I am sure,

Mr. KERR. No. I would listen to
Anderson, but not to Humphrey.

Mr. BUSH. I accept the amendment;
but even that would show a little broad-
er-minded attitude than the Senator
from Oklahoma has frequently shown.

So I think it is somewhat of a slight
to the Chairman of the Federal Reserve
Board for the Senator from Oklahoma
to paint him before the Senate of the
United States as a wishy-washy indi-
vidual who blows just the way the wind
is blowing from the White House. I
think it is a reflection on the preceding
President, President Truman, who ap-
pointed him, as well as upon the present
incumbent of the White House, who re-
appointed him. I think Bill Martin is
one of the strongest men we have ever
had on the Federal Reserve Board; and
he is not taking orders from anyone.

Mr. EERR. I hope Bill Martin feels
as happy over what the Senator from
Connecticut has said as the Senator
himself evidently feels. However, the
record shows that up until November the
Federal Reserve Board continued to
tighten money and credit, and the Treas-
ury continued to pay higher and higher
interest rates. Beginning at that time,
a number of actions have been taken
which constitute a direct reversal of the
previous policy.

I think the Secretary of the Treasury
had something to do with it. I believe
that even the President had something
to do with it.

I am not saying that Bill Martin is
wishy-washy. In the first place, as the
Senator knows, he does not make these
decisions.

Mr, BUSH. The only conclusion one
can draw from the Senator's state-
ment——
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Mr. KERR. Bill Martin does not make
these decisions. He is one of seven Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve Board.

Mr, BUSH. I am not belittling any of
them. I think they are all men of in-
tegrity and judgment, who try to do the
right thing in the interest of the econ-
omy of the United States.

Mr. KERR. I am not belittling any of
them. I am saying that when the
weather was clear they steered a course
of high interest rates, tight credit, and
hard money. When the sky became en-
tirely blackened by disapproval, and the
air reverberated with the thunder of the
approaching recession, they turned, as
a prudent captain of a vessel does in a
storm, to seek a safe harbor.

My good friend from Connecticut,
whom I love very dearly, and for whom
I have profound sympathy, is standing in
the middle of that storm, under the
battered and torn flag of the high inter-
est rates, hard money, and tight credit
policy, If he looks around him he will
discover that he is alone, and he will
see that the decks are burning. Wiser
men have abandoned the ship. They
have fled from it in terror.

The Senator from Oklahoma seeks
action by which they will not have to go
back and try to salvage.

Mr. BUSH. I do not wish to prolong
the debate. I have imposed too much
already on the Senator from Oklahoma.
I shall be glad to yield 3 minutes of my
time for this purpose.

Mr. MONRONEY. I am sure the Sen-

ator means a return of 3 minutes to me. -

Mr, BUSH. Yes, a return of 3 min-
utes. I have issued my challenge to the
members of the Senator’s party to come
into the Senate with proposed legisla-
tion to change the Federal Reserve Act.
If they in good faith believe all the
things they are saying today, then they
have a way of correcting it. They can
introduce proposed legislation which will
curtail the powers of the Federal Reserve
Board. They can do that. I do not
believe that they will do it, because I do
not believe, frankly, that they believe
the Senate would put up with that kind
of bill for even a second.

That is my challenge. The senior
Senator from Oklahoma can rant and
rave, and say all he wants about blowing
with the wind, and about the poor Sen-
ator on the burning deck, but that does
not impress me, What impresses me is
the fact that the Senator and the mem-
bers of his party will not come to grips
with the problem in the only way that it
can be dealt with if they really want
to do something about it.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I should
like to express my deep appreciation for
the tolerant and suffering Senator from
Connecticut in giving me additional time
to respond to his challenging remarks. I
say to him that the hard economie situa-
tion has already brought a reversal in
policy on the part of the Treasury, on
the part of the Federal Reserve Board,
and on the part of the administration.
The Federal Reserve Board, as the Sena-
tor knows, has the power, under existing
law, to control the source, the amount,
the supply of credit, and the tariI that
must be paid to obtain it. They are now
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doing it on the basis of making it more
available.

Mr. BUSH. They are doing it.

Mr. KERR. Oh, they are doing it, but
the Senator does not want to let them
do it. The Senator would write an act
that would compel them to go back to the
high-interest rates. We have an amend-
ment before the Senate now. The
amendment would place its stamp of ap-
proval on the present policy now in effect
under the Federal Reserve Board, the
Treasury, and the President. The
amendment seeks to do that very thing.
Instead of facing up to it, the Senator
from Connecticut talks about a chal-
lenge to us to propose some other legis-
lation. We are going to vote on the pend-
ing amendment. We approve of the
present policies of the administration
and the Federal Reserve Board in making
credit more available at lower interest
rates. We do not want to force them to
start back on the high plateau from
which they themselves fled in terror.

Mr. BUSH. I would say to the Sena-
tor that I respect him very much, as
always, but I do not believe the amend-
ment will prove to be anything of the
kind. The amendment would merely
result ‘n artificially depressing the inter-
est rate chargeable on VA loans, and it
might well have the result of keeping
veterans from getting in the mortgage
market money they ought to have and
which they are entitled to have.

The amendment would eliminate from
the committee bill the needed flexibility
in respect to the interest rate on VA
loans. The committee bill would estab-
lish a ceiling, not a floor. That is dem-
onstrated by the fact that the FHA in-
terest ceiling is 6 percent, although the
interest rate on insured mortgages is
51, percent. The ceiling rate does not
mean that the interest rate on insured
mortgages is 6 percent. It is simply a
ceiling. The interest rate on FHA
housing may go down to 434 percent, and
I hope it will. However, what the Sen-
ator’s amendment would do would be to
adopt the same old policy in reverse that
is in effect on farm price supports in
connection with the high, inflexible
price-support program. In this case,
the Senator's amendment is seeking to
put into effect a low inflexible interest
rate. That is not in the interest of the
veterans, any more than the high in-
flexible farm price supports have been
in the interest of the farmers and tax-
payers of the Nation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Oklahoma has
expired.

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield myself 5
additional minutes.

Mr. President, while the Republican
policy under the flexible system has been
to flex the farm price supports consist-
ently downward, it now proposes to flex
interest rates up. The bill as reported
by the Republican members of the com-
mittee, voting en bloe, with a Democratic
member voting with them, would flex
the interest rates upward again. As the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
has said, there is a 6-percent ceiling.
However, there has been an increase, and
only an increase, under that ceiling dur-
ing the Republican administration.
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The Democratic administrations
worked downward from the ceiling and
lowered the interest rates, as it had bet-
ter experience and better opportunity to
study the program. However, the Re-
publicans have consistently raised the
rates.

For the record I should like to point
out that we started in 1934 with an
FHA interest rate of 514 percent. We
dropped that in 1935 to 5 percent. In
1939 we went to 415 percent. In 1950
we went to 4% percent. From 1953 to
1956 the rate was 4!5 percent. Then
the Republicans came into power. It
was prosperity Republican style—that
is, for the moneylenders.

From then on we find that the rate
has been climbing. In 1956 it was 5 per-
cent. In 1957 it was raised to 5% per-
cent. Now they are trying to jack up
the rate, not only for GI housing, but
also for FHA-insured Capehart mort-
gages, which, I repeat, are as good as a
Government bond. I say that because
the Government is the guarantor and
the Government is the tenant, and there
is no service expense.

Therefore, if we yield to this high-
intercst-rate proposal, when interest
generally is going down, we will be
using Senate action to support higher
interest rates. We will be giving in-
creased price support to the money mar-
ket at a time when the Republican policy
is to reduce the price supports under
agricultural products.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I wish to com-
mend the distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma for his leadership in this field
and for his leadership in offering the
amendment. I am privileged to join in
cosponsoring the amendment, together
with other Senators. It is a privilege to
be a cosponsor of the amendment. It
was my duty to the people of my State
and to the people of the Nation to join
in cosponsoring the amen-dment.

There has been considerable differ-
ence of opinion as to why the Federal
Reserve Board has backed up on its in-
terest-rate policy. Personally, I believe
it is a reluctant dragon which has been
dragged down to a lower interest rate
by the people themselves. I believe
events have foreed interest rates down.

I should like to cite one little example
that happened before the Senate began
its session in January. In my State we
have a veterans’ land-sale program.
The people have adopted an amendment
to the constitution under which the
State may borrow money to buy land,
which it sells to farmers and veterans.
It sells homes to them also. There is a
ceiling on that lending. The State can-
not pay more than 3 percent interest on
the money it borrows to lend to the vet-
erans. It was found that the State of
Texas could not sell the bonds. They
went begging on the market. On De-
cember 16, 1956, they made a reoffering
of $1215 million of bonds they had not
been able to sell because of the low-in-
terest ceiling under which they could
not be sold for more than 3 percent., On
December 16, on the open market they
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were able to sell them at 2.69 percent,
average.

- The State of Texas will now be able
to take that money and, with 1 percent
added for administration, actually sell
the farmers and veterans in Texas land
at 334 percent. If a veteran can buy
a farm with a home already on it, he
pays 3% percent for it. But if he wants
to build a new house, under the Repub-
lican administration the interest rate is
4Y; percent. That is proof positive that
the money market itself was collapsing.

Interest was going down. It was being
reduced because the economy was col-
lapsing. Last December people were
walking the streets, unemployed. That
is why interest rates on bonds began to
fall. The interest rate on State bonds
went down before the Federal Reserve
Board started the general decline which
now prevails in interest rates.

The E£enator from Indiana passed
around a table showing the number of
new houses constructed by the FHA and
the VA. A copy is on every Senator’s
desk. It shows the starts made in every
year since 1951, and the interest rates
prevailing in each year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Sznator from Oklahoma has ex-
pired.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
vield myself 5 additional minutes.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I point out that
in 1956 there were 270,675 new hous-
ing starts.

It is estimated that those veterans’
housing starts were at the rate of $10,000
a house.

Let us consider what the one-half per-
cent increase in the interest rate meant
between 1252 and 1956. In 1952 the rate
was 4 percent. In 1956 the rate was 41%
percent.

On a veterans' house costing $10,000,
one-half of 1 percent on $10,000 amounts
to $50 a year. When the period is
stretched out over 25 years, the total
amount is $625. That means a greater
interest cost on the home. ) :

Multiply that by 270,000 new starts,
and it will be seen that the veterans will
be paying $200 million more in interest
on the homes started in 1956, alone, than
they would have paid on a comparable
nutmher of kouses built under the old
raie,

Next let us consider the number of
veterans' housing starts in 1954, 1955,
and 1956. More than a million starts
were made in those 3 years at a one-half
percent increase in the interest rate
over the 4 percent paid in 1952. On all
those starts, $625 more in interest per
start will be paid, at the average price
of $10,000 for a house.

Those homes will cost the veterans
$600 million more than they would have
cost, based on a 25-year pay-out, at the
rate which was prevalent in the preced-
ing administration,

Consider the purchasing power lost by
those people. It is small wonder that
houses are being repossessed. It is small
wonder that the lots are being filled with
repossessed cars. It is small wonder that
the warehouses are being filled with re-

washing machines and refrig-
erators. The wheels of industry are
grinding to a halt.
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I say the figure of 5,200,000 unem-
ployed is not a true figure of the number
out of work. Why? According to the
statistics of the Secretary of Labor pub-
lished December 1, 1957, 1,200,000 peo-
ple went off the payrolls in November
1957. The Secretary of Labor said 600,-
000 of them should not be considered,
since it was normal that that number
should go off the payrolls, because they
become old enough to quit anyway or,
among the women, many of them get
married. He said that 600,000 leave
their jobs every month anyway.

Let us figure that out for ourselves.
In the United States there is a labor
force of 66 million. If 700,000 quit every
month, the entire labor force would be
retired in about 9 years. That is why I
think the administration has not given
the true facts about the actual numbers
who have gone off the payrolls. They
have not given an accurate appraisal of
what the facts mean.

I say that by any accurate appraisal
the figure of 5 million unemployed is far
too small. The administration has not
considered the hundreds of thousands of
farm laborers in the southern area of the
Nation, who have been tied down be-
cause of the heavy rains so far this
spring, and cannot move northward to
other agricultural regions.

Many of the unemployed are not in-
cluded on the unemployed rolls, Un-
employment is greater than 5 million.
This is, as has been pointed out by the
junior Senator from Oklahoma, because
of the tight money situation. In the
first place, lending institutions will not
make money available to many small
borrowers, so bankruptcies have in-
creased to an all-time high. The little
man cannot make a go of his business.
It is the big-business men who can make
the grab. Consider the price which the
country is paying for that grab by big
business.

I pay tribute to the Senator from Okla-
homa for the lead he has taken. His
suggestions go to the whole problem of
recovery. The whole question of the na-
tional income is related to interest rates.
A lowering of the interest rates will mean
that more wages will be paid for con-
sumer goods, and this will again start
the wheels of industry turning. It will
put back on the payrolls some of the
men who are now walking the streets,
unemployed.

Mr. President, this is a fight between
those who favor more money for the
money lenders and those who favor more
payrolls for industry and more wages
for workers.

Mr. MONRONEY, I thank the Sena-
tor from Texas for his complimentary
remarks, but more especially for his able
statement in the interest of the average
American. He has shown the need for a
growing, expanding, viable economy. He
has demonstrated that we cannot pros-
per in an environment of inecreasing in-
terest rates.

I now yield to the distinguished Sena~-
tor from Indiana. I hope he will replace
the time he uses.

Mr. CAPEHART. I shall be glad to
yield whatever time I take.

I may seem to be a demagog for a
few minutes, because I have been listen-
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glg to a lot of demagoguery in the last
our.

One could make just as good an argu-
ment that, starting a year ago, certain
Senators from the other side of the aisle,
with their talk about high interest rates
and tight money, succeeded in drawing
the Nation into a depression, because
when interest rates were high, when the
money was tighter, we had full employ=
ment,.

Starting with the conversations and
the debates in the Senate about 9 months
ago, employment began to go down. To-
day interest rates are lower, and more
than 5 million persons are unemployed.
So it might be said that if high interest
rates had been maintained, there might
be full employment today.

I can make just as good an argument
for high interest rates as has been made
on the other side against high interest
rates.

The able Senator from Texas [Mr.
YarBoroUGH] has completely missed the
point concerning the chart which I dis-
tributed. What we are trying to do is to
show that when the VA interest rate and
the FHA interest rate were about the
same, there was little difference between
the number of houses which were built
in each category. When the difference
between FHA and VA rose to three-quar-
ters of 1 percent, as it did in the last 6
months, the VA starts practically dried
up, because no one would buy a 4'%-per=-
cent mortgage when he could get a 51~
percent mortgage.

We are not talking about increasing
interest rates. The bill calls upon Con-
gress to adopt a formula which will bring
the VA and FHA interest rates closer to-
gether, so that VA mortgages can be sold
and veterans can have homes; so that
people can be put back to work; and so
that a realistic situation will exist be-
tween the two rates of interest.

The law fixes the maximum rate on
FHA homes at 6 percent. The Presi-
dent, at the moment, has fixed the rate
at 51 percent.

The law fixes the VA interest rate at
415 percent, which is the rate at the mo-
ment. The President can fix it lower if
he wishes to. All we are trying to do—
and the able Senator from Virginia [Mr,
RoserTson] is the one who offered the
amendment in the committee—is to in-
crease the maximum rate on VA loans
to 434 percent, so that the rate will be
nearer the FHA rate of 514 percent.

Then the bill provides that as the
President etiher raises or lowers the in-
terest rates, either for VA or FHA, un-
der the law, he must keep them within
one-half of 1 percent of each other, so
that VA mortgages can be sold.

Senators on the other side of the aisle
want to include $1,850 million in the bill
to buy mortgages. They would tax the
American people to get the money with
which to buy them. If the purpose is
to tax the American people to buy all
the mortgages, that is one thing. But
if it is desired to have private industry
buy the mortgages, if it is desired to
provide jobs, if it is desired fo support
the private industry of America; if Sen-
ators believe in private industry, if they
believe in the American system of gov=
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ernment; then let us do those things
which will promote private industry.
Let us do the things which will put
people back to work quickly by build-
ing houses.

We are not talking about high or low
interest rates in this instance. I hope
the interest rates will go down. I hope
that after Congress passes a bill, some of
these days, the President will be justi-
fied, under existing economic conditions,
in lowering both the FHA and the VA
rates. But when he does, I hope he
will lower them so that they will be in
line with each other, so that private en-
terprise will buy the VA mortgages.
Private industry is not buying those
mortgages at the moment.

That is how I myself understand the
situation, after having listened to the
debate. It seems to me that Senators on
the other side of the aisle are blaming
high interest rates for the so-called re-
cession and unemployment. But when
interest rates were high, there was full
employment. Practically all our people
were at work.

Senators on the other side of the aisle
had better stop, think, and listen, because
on their shoulders, as a result of their
talking and talking and talking about
tight money and reducing interest rates,
such a situation has been created in the
United States that more than 5 million
persons are unemployed, and those
Senators will have to accept the re-
sponsibility, They will have to accept
the responsibility, because today the
Treasury has low interest rates, and to-
day there are 5,100,000 persons unem-
ployed. If the same Senators bring about
lower interest rates, who knows but that
another 5 million persons will become
unemployed?

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Indiana yield to me,
from the time available to his side, the 7
minutes of my time he has consumed?

Mr. CAPEHART. No; the time I have
consumed will be charged to the time
available to my side.

Mr. MONRONEY. Then, Mr. Presi-
dent, at this time will the Senator from
Indiana yield—on my time—for a ques-
tion?

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes.

Mr. MONRONEY. I was greatly in-
terested to learn of the Senator’s burning
desire to bring the interest rates for the
VA-guaranteed mortgages within one-
half percent of the rate for FHA-insured
mortgages. I should like to ask him
whether it would not be possible—just
one teeny, weeny time—to bring them
into this relationship by bringing the
FHA interest rate down one-quarter
of 1 percent, instead of bringing the GI
rate up? If the purpose is to have parity,
that could be achieved by the President
under present law in 10 minutes, by the
taking of such administrative action.

Mr. CAPEHART. There is no objec-
tion at all to that. But if the Senator
from Oklahoma believes that should be
done, let him have the courage to intro-
duce a resolution asking the President to
do it, or to introduce a bill compelling the
President to do it. !

Mr. MONRONEY. That is unneces-
sary. Furthermore, I think the men in
the White House would veto any attempt
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of that sort—any attempt to take away
‘the right of the President to get the in-
terest rates into the stratosphere.

The United States got a missile into
outer space after the Russians did, and
the people of the United States were
somewhat ashamed that the United
Siates was behind. Here we have an
obvious attempt on the part of the ad-
ministration to make sure that it leads
the way in getting interest rates into
outer space.

Mr. CAPEHART. Today, as a result
of what the Senator from Oklahoma
has been advocating, the United States
has low interest rates, and today 5,100,-
000 of the American people are out of
employment.

Mr. MONRONEY. Did I correctly
understand the Senator from Indiana to
say that is the fault of the Democratic
Party?

Mr. CAPEHART. I say that when
there was tight money and high interest
rates, virtually all the American people
were working, and there was full em-
ployment. But today, when the interest
rates are lower and when there is
looser money, 5,100,000 of the American
people are unemployed, and there is the
existing depression.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HosBLITZELL in the chair). Does the
Senator from Oklahoma yield to the
Senator from Illinois?
~ Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to my dis-
tinguished colleague, the Senator from
Illinois, who is a great economist.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Do I correctly un-
derstand that the Senator from Indi-
ana is proposing, as one of the cures
for the recession, that the interest rates
be raised?

Mr., MONRONEY. I understood him
to say that interest rates have fallen,
and this has caused the depression. In-
cidentally, that was the first time I ever
heard a Republican admit that the pres-
ent situation is a depression. The Re-
publicans started calling it a rolling
readjustment. But evidently it now
finally has become the Capehart depres-
sion.

It seems to me that the Senator from
Indiana lacks the faith that so many
of us have in the adequacy of the very
many wise steps that were taken during
Democratic administrations—such as
social security and insurance of bank
deposits. So many wise measures of
that sort were taken during past Demo-
cratic administrations, that today even
the Republicans cannot ruin the coun-

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield further
to me?

Mr, MONRONEY. Iyield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it the proposal of
the Senator from Indiana that the inter-
est rates be raised?

Mr, MONRONEY. That is whatI un-
derstood him to say.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That would be an
interesting suggestion to make to the
Secretary of the Treasury, because the
Treasury seems to believe that the way
to get out of the present difficulty is to
lower the interest rates.
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Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. I made a statement
of fact, namely, that when there was in
the Nation what my Democratic friends
call tight money, and when there were
high interest rates, there was virtually
no unemployment. But finally my Demo-
cratic colleagues have been successful in
getting the interest rates reduced some-
what, and now 5,100,000 of the American
people are out of work. I make that as
a statement of fact; that is all.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Oklahoma yield to
me?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield 2 minutes
to my distinguished friend, the Senator
from Texas.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
we have heard the Senator from Indiana
make some rather astounding statements
about economies. But fortunately he has
distributed around the Chamber a state-
ment of the statistics on which he re-
lies, so that each Senator can see for
himself whether the Republican high-
interest-rate policy stimulated employ-
ment. If Senators will examine the
table which the Senator from Indiana
has distributed, they will see that in
1954, when there were 307,038 housing
starts under VA inspection, and 250,910
housing starts under FHA inspection, the
VA interest rate was 42 percent, and so
was the FHA interest rate. In short, in
that year the total number of housing
starts, under both of those categories,
was in excess of 557,000.

The table also shows that in 1957,
when the Republicans had gotten the
interest rates on FHA housing up to
more than 5 percent, the FHA housing
starts declined by more than 100,000, and
the VA housing starts declined to 128,302.

Thus we see the effect of high interest
rates on the housing starts. Once the
interest rates were increased, the num-
ber of housing starts in 1957, during a
period of high interest rates—during the
period of the prosperity the distinguished
Senator from Indiana has talked about—
was less than half the number of the
housing starts in 1954 or 1955, before the
Republicans tightened up or increased
the interest rates. In other words, Mr.
President, the cold facts disprove the
theory of the Senator from Indiana.

The Senator from Indiana would tell
us that the prosperity of 1929 was due
to tight money and high interest rates.
Actually, it was a surface prosperity until
the crash came,

I do not believe there will be a crash
now, because today there are in effect
the Democratic-sponsored old-age insur-
ance system, social-security system, un-
employment-insurance system, and
many other wise innovations which were
applied to the economy following 1929.
However, in a small way we are able to
see that the minute the Republicans got
the money markets high, such an inordi-
nate share was required to pay for the
use of capital, that jobs no longer were
available for many of the members of
the working force.

Obviously, Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana is unable
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to read correctly the statistics which he
himself has presented.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time yielded to the Senator from Texas
has expired,

Mr. MONRONEY, Mr, President, As
is usual in a business recession, short-
term rates, which have fallen between
36 and 60 percent have moved down
more rapidly than Ilong-term rates,
which have dropped about 12 percent.
But with the shrinkage in demand for
funds while the supply becomes more
plentiful, the rates on long-term loans
move downward more noticeably. To be
sure, financial institutions are reluctant
to readjust their rates, but the increas-
ing competition for business results in a
reduction in the price of loans to their
customers.

I have heard it stated that the massive
cutback in business-capital spending is
one of the major factors in the current
recession. Much of this expansion takes
place by means of long-term bond issues.
Thus, if there is a huge cutback here, it
ought to free additional funds for the
mortgage market.

With the reduction in the demand for
business loans, financial institutions find
the mortgage market more attractive.
Moreover, the easing of the Federal Re-
serve Board's reserve requirements and
its other actions have made bank funds
more plentiful. The excess reserves of
the Nation’s commercial banks last week
rose to $594 million, and ecan support an
expansion of loans to 6 times this
amount, or about $31% billion. This sit-
uation should also stimulate the flow of
funds into the mortgage market for
housing construetion.

The efforts to raise the interest rate
on Government-supported mortgages
strengthen the natural resistance of fi-
nancial institutions to readjust their
rates at a time when the business reces-
sion calls for a sharper downward revi-
sion in the price of credit.

Certainly the investment policies of
the big financial institutions take time
to adjust, causing stickiness in long-term
investments, including the purchase of
mortgages. The big lenders have been
“living high on the hog,” but they ought
to adjust with the rest of us. This they
will not do if we permit them to get
higher interest rates frozen into our
Federal housing programs.

CAPEHART HOUSING

Mr. President, I have indicated my
belief that no increase in interest rates
on Government-supported mortgages is
justified. I regard an increase in the
rate on Capehart military housing as
completely unconscionable.

Prior to enactment of the Capehart
on-base family-housing program, hous-
ing for military personnel was financed
with Government funds. To the degree
that the cost of such construction was
paid from borrowed funds, the cost of
obtaining money for such housing was
the same as the cost of Federal borrow-
ing generally. These rates of interest
have always been less than the 4-percent
rates charged on Capehart housing
mortgages, but the program was justified
on the ground that Congress had failed
to appropriate enough money,
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There is no question that this hous-
ing for military personnel can be pro-
vided at lower cost from appropriated
funds. I believe that the only reason
why more strenuous objection has not
been made to the Capehart program is
that the 4-percent rate represents only
a slight increase in the cost of building
these much-needed houses.

Why is it that the Capehart mort-
gages can carry a 4-percent rate? Nor-
mally, when a finaneial institution buys
GI or FHA mortgages, it incurs expenses
for servicing the mortgages. The mort-
gage holder must make arrangements
for someone to collect the monthly pay-
ments and to pay out the amounts held
in escrow for taxes and insurance. In
addition, there will be extra expenses in
case a mortgage falls into default. Al-
though these mortgages are either guar-
anteed or insured, the problems of
carrying out foreclosure proceedings
represent an added detail which makes
mortgage lenders more hesitant about
making such investments.

None of these problems is involved in
Capehart housing mortgages. The Gov-
ernment holds title to the projects, so
certainly there will be no foreclosure
problems. The Government makes all
the collections, so there is no servicing
expense. Thus, there is no risk at all,
and no cost of servicing.

In its Review of Military Housing Pro-
grams, Report No. 231, of the 85th Con-
gress, submitted in April 1957, the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency made
these comments on the Capehart mort-
gage:

However, at the end of the construction-
loan period when the Commissioner places
his final endorsement on the note, the long-
term lender acquires by assignment from the
construction-loan lender a mortgage as se-
cure as a United States Government bond
in practically every respect. This security is
based on the fact that the Secretary of the
respective service glves the lender an un-
conditional written guaranty of all mortgage
payments. With this guaranty by the Fed-
eral Government, acting through the Sec-
retary of the Air Force, Army, or Navy, as
the case may be, the FHA insurance of the
mortgage becomes unimportant. This guar-
anty by the Government places the credit
of the United States Government behind
these mortgages. They bear interest at 4
percent, so the yield is almost 1 percent
higher than can be secured from Govern-
ment bonds of equivalent maturity.

The new title VIII mortgages are con-
slderably undervalued in comparizon with
United States Government bonds and high-
grade eorporate bonds.

In our hearings last week, the distin-
guished chairman of the Housing Sub-
committee pointed out why interest
rates on Capehart mortgages should not
be increased. He said:

I do not mind saying this is one interest
rate that I just cannot see any argument for
increasing, because if there is such a thing
as a Government guaranty being equal to a
Government bond, this is. It is insured. It
is guaranteed, and the rental allowances due
the men are pledged for the payment. So
you have a guaranty in effect in three dif-
ferent ways. In fact, there was a witness at
our last hearing who suggested that perhaps
they would not be too eager to try to sell
these on the market because they were so
closely competitive with the long-term

Government bonds, (Hearings, p. 85.)
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Since interest rates are falling, since
Capehart mortgages are more like Gov-
ernment bonds than mortgages, and
since the taxpayers are already spend-
ing more than is necessary for the con-
struction of military housing, I think it
would be utterly absurd for us to in-
crease the interest rates on these mort-
Eages.

So far as I am concerned, raising the
interest rate to 4% percent would be
the straw that broke the camel’s back.
I would be opposed to it, even though
interest rates were not generally falling.
In my opinion, if the program will not
work with a 4 percent rate, and with
secondary market support from the Fed-
eral National Mortgage Association, it
should be abandoned.

There is another compelling reason
for holding the line on Capehart hous-
ing interest rates: Many such projects
have been approved and are ready to
go. These projects are, in fact, the
fastest source of stimulation of the econ-
omy in the entire housing field. An in-
crease in the interest rates will add to
the cost of these projects, so they will
have to be completely refigured.

In addition, builders generally have
been given an allowance for a moderate
discount. If the interest rate is in-
creased, this discount will no longer be
justified, and the result will be an un-
warranted windfall. The military au-
thorities can be expected—quite prop-
erly—to check and double check to see
that such windfalls do not occur. All
this refiguring would necessarily result
in delays of at least several months in
these projects. Thus, the bill as re-
ported, with the higher interest rates,
will stymie, rather than stimulate, im-
mediate housing construction in this
program.

COST OF HIGHER INTEREST

What is the real cost of the so-called
modest increase in interest rates pro-
vided in this bill?

First. For Capehart housing:

The basic law establishing this pro-
gram authorizes $2.3 billion in total
mortgage insurance by FHA. Of this
amount, $1,844,000,000 remains unused.

An increase of one-half percent in in-
terest on this amount would result in an
added cost to the Defense Department
and taxpayers of $6,196,000 a year.
Over 25 years, the usual life of these
mortgages, this would mean an added
cost of $154,900,000.

Second. For VA housing:

The proposed increase in VA-guar-
anteed mortgages is from 4% to 434 per-
cent, a mere one-quarter of 1 percent, or
15 cents per $1,000 per month.

On a mortgage of $13,500 this means
the GI would pay an additional $2.03 per
month, or $24.36 per year, or $730 on a
30-year mortgage for the same house
that he was purchasing before the Con-
gress voted for this increase, if it does
vote for it. That would happen in the
case of every GI house built during the
next 2 years.

Does this still seem a small amount?
Then let us remember that in 1955—a
good year, under the old rate of inter-
est—the VA guaranteed 660,000 units of
housing. If 1 million of the 9 million
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eligible World War II veterans use their
housing benefits during the 2 years the
bill will extend these opportunities to
them, they will pay additional interest
of $730 million.

This bill is a billion-dollar bounty to
the moneylenders.

I am not willing to vote to establish
price supports for money at 200 percent
of parity, and to send the bill to Amer-
ica’s GI's.

POSSIBILITY OF VETO

The last time Congress extended the
VA housing program, the President ve-
toed it because Congress did not increase
the interest rates. I have heard it said
that Congress must, in this bill, increase
the interest rates, in order to avoid an-
other veto. Even with the gravity of the
current economic situation—the need for
more housing, more employment, more
construection, more cement, more lumber-
ing in the woods—I cannot believe that
any President, even the present one,
would veto the bill because of a petulant
insistance on higher interest rates.

I say there is before the Senate today
the clear-cut issue whether we believe
that by making money more plentiful
and cheaper there will be more construe-
tion and thus more employment, or
whether, by increasing interest rates, by
senatorial mandate, we shall help the
housing market.

My study leads me to believe, and I
think the historical record. disclosed by
the Senator from Texas, shows, that as
interest rates go up, veterans are priced
out of the market and FHA borrowers
are priced out of the market. Nine hun-
dred thousand automobiles remain un-
sold on the dealers’ lots today. Why?
Because the great minds in Detroit have
priced the automobile buyers out of the
market.

So an attempt is being made to legis-
late in order to provide higher interest
rates at a time when other interest rates
are falling by 60 percent, 36 percent, 12
percent, and so on down the line. Do
we want that kind of price support under
money?

If I were teaching a course in govern=
ment and my students wanted me to give
one single, simple definition of the dif-
ference between the Republican and
Democratic Parties, I would say that the
Republicans believe in high wages for
companies and the Democrats believe in
high wages for people; one begets re-
cession, the other begets prosperity.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Oklahoma has
expired.

Mr. MONRONEY. I reserve the re-
mainder of my time, unless Senators
wish me to yield for questions.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. CARROLL., I wish to commend
the junior Senator from Oklahoma for
his very clear presentation of the issues
involved in this extremely important in-
terest rate fight. The Senator has re-
ferred to 900,000 unsold automobiles on
dealers’ lots. He has touched upon a
vital fact in our economic life—the ad-
ministered manipulation of prices. In
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our recent Antitrust and Monopoly Sub-
committee hearings we learned how
automobiles have been priced out of the
market. Isuggestthatthe evidence pre-
sented in the Antitrust Committee hear-
ings fully sustains the Senator's view-
point. The consumer in today's society
is being put under tremendous economic
pressure, and one of these pressures is
high interest rates on mortgages on his
home. The Senator is doing the small
homeowner & great service in making
this fight. The economic conditions lLie
describes exist all over this Nation, and
I am here to tell my colleagues today
that the conditions also prevail in Colo-
rado. Loanable money is now plentiful
as we have seen from the recent 6-to-1
oversubscription of a Treasury bond is-
sue. There is absolutely no reason to
keep interest rates artificially high and
further gouge the veteran and small
homeowner. I am happy to have been
associated with the distinguished Sen-
ator from Oklahoma on this amendment
and in this most worthy fight.

Mr. MONRONEY. I may say to my
distinguished friend and colleague that it
was his cosponsorship of the amend-
ment that convinced me we were on the
right path, and that we must avoid, at a
time when interest rates are going down,
supporting legislation which would in-
crease interest rates, or we might reverse
the whole declining trend in interest
rates.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, could the
Senator yield 10 minutes of his time to
me?

Mr. MONRONEY. I would prefer that
the other side use some of its time. It
has used very little time. I should like
to reserve the remainder of my time until
later.
~ Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the Senator from Utah
[Mr. BENNETT].

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I have
listened to the discussion with a great
deal of interest. I heard similar debate
in the Finance Committee. It is perfectly
obvious that the approach to one of the
fundamental problems of our times has
become a political approach.

I should like to refer to the figures on
the table which the Senator from Indiana
has passed to all Members of the Senate,
1 shall probably look at these fisures from
g slightly different point of view.

I shall review briefly the recent experi-
ence in Veterans’ Administration hous-
ing. That housing reached its peak in
1955, with 392,000 units, The number
dropped substantially in 1956. In 1957
it dropped about 40 percent from the
high point. It was still dropping in Janu-
ary of 1958, when there was a low point
of 4,100 starts for that month, which
would be approximately 49,000 starts for
the year—much less than the 1957 rate.

In 1952, there was a low of 141,000
starts.

In 1953, the interest rates on veterans'
loans was raised from 4 to 4% percent.
That occurred in the middle of the year,
The effect on the 1953 figure was not
marked, but in 1954 the starts increased
to 307,000. In 1955, they increased to
392,000.

Those figures are a simple demonstra-
tion of the fact that in 1953, by raising
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the interest rate one-half of 1 percent, a
flood of mortgage money was brought to
bear on the veterans’ housing problem.

A similar realistic facing of the interest
rate problem in 1958 could bring about
the same kind of result.

Between 1952 and 1955, the increase
in the number of starts was 250,000.

We are talking about a bill we hope
may produce 200,000 more starts. Per-
haps that is one of the ways it can be
brought about. It would be done without
drawing on the resources or credit of the
Federal Treasury. It was done then; it
could be done now.

I tried to learn as much as I could
about the current situation with respect
to the availability of funds to go into
veterans' housing mortgages, or, for
that matter, in Government-guaranteed
mortgages. Insurance companies can
still find use for all their available funds,
at interest rates of 5 percent or more.
They can take conventional mortgages,
which generally pay interest rates at 514
percent or more.

I was interested to learn that insur-
ance companies still have an adequate
supply of corporate bonds—not bonds of -
fered on the public markets, but bonds
privately placed, which is the way insur-
ance companies like to deal. I am told
there is an adequate supply of such
bonds at 5 percent or more.

Insurance companies currently have
commitments for the future. They have
already contracted to take between $31%
billion and $4 billion worth of mortgages
at these or higher rates. So we can un-
derstand why they are not interested in
buying Veterans’ Administration mort-
gages at 415 percent. Undoubtedly, be-
ing good businessmen—more than that,
being trustees of the savings of 100 mil-
lion people—they will continue to invest
their money at those rates as long as
they can. Moreover, insurance com-
panies have to fix their basic policy divi-
dend rates substantially in advance, and
that acts as another brake on their free-
dom to change rapidly interest rates
they can or want to accept. So far as
insurance companies are concerned,
therefore, I was assured this morning
that they are not in the market for any
VA mortgages, regardless of Government
guaranties, at 415 percent.

I see my {friend, the Senator from
Oklahoma, is still present in the Cham-
ber. I was present earlier when my
colleague made the interesting observa-
tion that the insurance companies in
Oklahoma were taking Veterans’ Admin-
istration mortgages at 414 percent.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr, President, if
the Senator will yield for a correction, I
think the remarks in the Recorp will
show that the building and loan associa-
tions of Oklahoma are taking the GI
mortgages which are being issued, be-
cause they are patriotic and are anxious
to build up Oklahoma.

Mr. BENNETT. I have had an op-
portunity to inquire about the situa=
tion in Oklahoma. It is true that there
are some GI mortgages being taken with
a nominal rate of 415 percent, but they
are being taken at discounts, to yield
from 5.22 to 5.28 percent,
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Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. As I understand
the bill which has been reported by the
Republican members and a Democrat of
the committee, the bill also strikes out
whatever restrictions against discount-
ing are in the present law. To that I do
not agree.

Mr. BENNETT. The Senator from
Utah believes that this is another brake
on the flexibility of the situation. I dif-
fer with my colleague, and I approve of
the elimination of the restriction on
discounts.

I think it is interesting to observe that
discounts are now being used in Okla-
homa to sweeten the 415 percent VA
loans which are being made.

Mr. MONRONEY., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr: BENNETT. I yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. That is true not
only in Oklahoma but elsewhere. The
bill proposes to eliminate whatever re-
strictions there are to prevent discount-
ing. What assurance have we that after
we allow the extra quarter percent, in
the reversal of the general interest rate
movement, there will not be discounts
to a greater extent?

Mr. BENNETT. The Senator from
Utah brought the subject up merely be-
cause his colleague had made a point of
it.

I referred briefly to the position with
respect to insurance companies. I did
what I could to checkup on the building
and loan situation. The current divi-
dend rates being paid by most building
and loan associations are at least 31
percent. Some such associations are
paying 4 percent. Since their cost of
doing business is added to the current
cost of the money they loan on mort-
gages, the total is 5 percent or more.
Therefore, the VA mortgages, at a rate
of only 415 percent, are not interesting
to such associations, except at a dis-
count. Such associations are likewise in
no great hurry to make very substantial
investments in FHA mortgages, which
yield 54 percent.

Banks have acquired more liquid
assets as a result of the recent changes
in the policy of the Federal Reserve
Board, so they have money to put into
mortgages, but they are still able to make
better investments than 44 percent on
VA mortgages or 514 percent on FHA
mortgages.

It seems to the Senator from Utah,
also, that it is even more difficult to
stimulate new housing construction now
than it was in 1953, when the one-half
percent raise in interest rates produced
such dramatic results.

Building costs are higher, not in terms
merely of the difference in the cost of
interest, but also in terms of the cost of
labor and materials. Last fall, when I
was working on the investigation of the
Committee on Finance, I had a check
made to discover how much more hous-
ing costs now than it cost at the end of
the war. i

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HosLITZELL in the chair). The 10 min-
utes yielded by the Senator from Indi-
ana have expired,
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Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield me an additional 5
minutes?

Mr, CAPEHART. I yield whatever
time the Senator may need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Utah is recognized for an
additional 5 minutes.

Mr. BENNETT. With relation to a
house of a certain size the monthly pay-
ments have increased $55. Of that
amount, $8 represents an increase in in-
terest and the balance represents an
inerease in the cost of labor and mate-
rials. Of course, the increase in the in-
terest cost is not entirely an increase in
rates, but also represents an increase in
cost because of carrying a larger mort-
gage.

Not only are costs higher, but there is
the same consumer resistance in this
field there is in other fields, previously
referred to.

I was very much interested to read
an article which appeared in the Wall
Street Journal of February 19, which
said, referring to FHA rather than the
VA speed-up mortgages, but I think the
statement may be applied to both:

So far, the FHA speed-up has been more
pronounced in applications involving sale
of older houses than deals for newly built
homes. In the Newark, N. J. area, for ex-
‘ample, in 5 weeks through February 7, new
house applications rose to 217 from 184 in
the comparable 1956 period, while those on
existing houses jumped from 364 to 728.

If the purpose of the bill is to stimulate
the erection of new houses, it will not
be very easy to achieve that purpose if
the pending amendment is adopted.

That is the general situation as I have
been able to gather it. Neither the
5-percent rate nor the 4%-percent rate
will attract interest in substantial quan-
tities from money lenders.

I also tried to analyze what the situa-
tion might be over the next 8 or 9 months,
and I shall relate for the information of
Senators what I was told. In the first
place, the gyrations of the market for
Federal notes and short-term bonds have
no relationship to the basic changes in
interest rates on mortgages and other
long-term investments. Those who buy
these investments are completely differ-
ent in background or experience.

The Government bond market reacts
to psychological situations. It reacts to
daily headlines in the newspapers. The
mortgaze market is more stable.

I was told that today there would be
no interest on the part of building and
loan insurance companies, from whose
funds most of the money must come in
mortgages at 4 percent or at 43; per-
cent. It was suggested that probably in
60 to 90 days there might be some in-
terest in 434-percent loans, and that
there might be some interest in October
or November in 4%-percent loans.

I think we are interested in trying to
get buildings started as the spring opens,
when the ideal building season is avail-
able. If we wait until October or No-
vember, we will be running into winter
again.

It may be asked, Why can the Govern-
ment not take up the burden in the
meantime by direct financing? Of
course, it can, but I wonder if we want
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to put that burden on the credit of the

United States. If we should increase
our total housing production by 200,000,
with an average mortgage of $13,000,
somebody would have to dig up $2.6 bil-
lion of mortgage money.

We raised the debt ceiling $5 billion
the other day. I voted for that, because
I thought the Secretary of the Treasury
should have some flexibility. I know
some of my colleagues voted for it, and
were honest in saying that they wanted
the additional potential debt used for
other purposes.

I have tried to analyze the problem we
face in the Congress in terms of pro-
grams which are being suggested.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ad-
ditional 5 minutes the Senator yielded
have expired.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Indiana yield an ad-
ditional 3 minutes?

Mr. CAPEHART.
fional 3 minutes.

The - PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Utah is recognized for 3
minutes,

Mr. BENNETT. Programs are being
suggested as antirecession measures, all
of which will require the use of the credit
of the United States, and thus impinge
directly not only on deficit spending,
but on the debt ceiling. As near as I
can figure, if we were to adopt today all
the proposals before us we would in-
crease Government spending this year
by $10 billion or more.

It is also proposed that we make cer-

I yield an addi-

‘ tain tax cuts as a part of an anti-reces-

sion program. If we were to adopt only
two of the tax-cut proposals now before
the Senate, we would cut off between
$4'5 and $5 billion. So, from that point
of view, we are thinking in Congress of
increasing the Government's debt by ap-
proximately $15 billion.

Some of the suggested programs may
be very worthy. Some of them we may
wish to adopt. But I do not think we
should burden the Treasury now with
the responsibility of financing these
houses when private industry is ready to
do 'it, over the next 6 to 8 months.

It has already been brought out that
we may be dealing chiefly with a time
lag. I hope the amendment of my
friend from Oklahoma will be rejected,
and that the Senate will adopt the pro-
posal which the committee has reported.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield.

Mr. BUSH. I congratulate the Sena-
tor from Utah on his very ecareful,
thoughtful, and accurate analysis of the
bill. I believe that if every Senator
would take the trouble to read what the
Senator from Utah has said today, he
could not possibly vote for the Mon-
roney amendment—at least very few
Senators would vote for it, in my judg-
ment.

The Senator from Utah has clearly
shown that the adoption of this amend-
ment might very well involve the Treas-
ury in an additional $2 billion of pur-
chases of mortgages, which would be en-
tirely unnecessary, because, as he has
just said, the private mortgage market,
through various organizations, stands
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ready, willing, and able to buy these
mortgages. I therefore commend the
Senator from Utah for a very clear and
forcible exposition of the fallacy of the
amendment of my dear friend, the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma.

Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I am happy to yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. I am sure the dis-
tinguished Senator from Connecticut
would not wish to imply that the amount
invested in Government-guaranteed
mortgages is an expenditure. It is
rather a gilt-edged investment, is it not?

Mr. BUSH. That is the statement that
is always made. Notwithstanding all the
protests that this program is only tem-
porary, and a good investment for the
Government, at the present time we have
a total of mortgages in FNMA of approx-
imately $4 billion. '

The same thing is said about the farm
surpluses—that they represent a good
investment. That is the same as the
argument which is made with respect to
these mortgages. It is said that they are
here today and gone tomorrow, but they
are not. They come into the picture and
remain there.

Mr. MONRONEY, The distinguished
Senator from Connecticut would not say
that first mortgages on American homes
held by FNMA are any less valuable than
first mortgages on American homes held
in equal amount by the great insurance
companies of the United States, would
he? They are an asset when they are in
private hands, but the Senator would
have them become a liability when the
self-same mortgages are held by FNMA.

Mr. BUSH. I do not deprecate the
value of the mortgages. They are very
good mortegages. In fact, they are per-
fect, because they are guaranteed by the
Government of the United States. There
is no money risk, but they are in the
wrong place. They should not be in the
Treasury.

Mr. MONRONEY. They do not rep-
resent an expenditure. They represent
a gilt-edged investment in the safest
security in the world, the American
home.

Mr. BUSH. There may be an invest-
ment, but we would have to borrow the
money to make it.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, may
I finish?

Mr. ELLENDER. I should like to ask
a guestion.

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. Iam somewhat con-
fused, after looking over the table of
housing starts. My good friend from
Indiana [Mr. CaAPEHART] stated that dur-
ing the time when interest rates were
high there was full employment, and
that during a later period, when interest
rates were low, there was less employ-
ment. I cannot quite follow that argu-
ment as applied to housing. For exam-
ple, in 1954, when interest rates had
been raised from 4 to 4!% percent, the
housing program rose.

Mr. BENNETT. It doubled.
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Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. A
similar situation existed in 1955.

But when interest rates were raised in
1956, the housing program went down,
as it did also in 1957. Why does not
the rule which my good friend from
Indiana discussed a while ago apply in
both cases? I should like to have the
situation clarified as it applies to
housing.

Mr. CAPEHART. The VA interest
rate has remained the same since the
middle of 1953, namely, 41, percent.
The FHA rate increased from 4% to 5%
percent.

All we are trying to do by the amend-
ment of the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
RogeerTsoN], which was added to the bill
in committee, is to eliminate the big
difference of three-quarters of 1 percent
as between the VA and the FHA.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand; but
I am trying to follow the argument the
Senator made a while ago, that while
interest rates were high full employment
was prevalent. It is only lately that un-
employment has occurred. Why do not
the same rules apply to housing?

Mr. CAPEHART. I think the Sena-
tor will remember that I said that that
statement made as much sense as what
I had been listening to for the previous
hour and a half.

Mr. ELLENDER. Was the Senator
being facetious?

Mr. CAPEHART. No more so than
other. Senators.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is an
expert on housing. I wonder if he can
explain for the Recorp why it is that
in 1954 and 1955, under a 4!s-percent
rate, housing rose, as compared with
previous years, whereas when the rate
rose in 1957 and a part of 1956, the hous-
ing program went down?

Mr. CAPEHART. We must look at the
percentage of the total. The Senator will
notice the heading “percent of total.”
. Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. CAPEHART. That means the
percentage of the total housing starts in
the entire United States that were
financed by private industry. In other
words, in 1957, private industry ac-
counted for about 70 percent of the hous-
ing starts in the United States; and in
January of 1958, private industry ac-
counted for about 77 percent of the
starts.

The figure for January 1958, under the
VA, is 63 percent. That means 63 per-
cent of the total, including FHA, VA,
and private starts.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. CAPEHART. So, under the in-
terest rate of 4% to 514 percent, private
industry was buying more of the mort-
gages. These figures do not represent
the total housing in the United States.

Mr., ELLENDER. The starts in 1957
under the FHA program were fewer than
they were in 1956. Under the FHA pro-
gram in 1957, there were 150,126 starts,
compared with 183,350 the previous year
under the FHA program.

Mr. CAPEHART. The reason is that
in 1957 private industry financed 85 per-
cent of the housing. Only 15 percent
was financed by FHA.
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Mr. ELLENDER. Has this table been
made a part of the RECORD?

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator may
place it in the REcorp at this time.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the table to
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which reference has been made be
printed in the REcorp at this point.

There being no-objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

New houses constructed by FHA and VA by years showing different interest rates

Starts under Starts under
VA inspection FHA inspection
Year VA interest rate FHA interest rate
Per- Per-
Number | eent of | Number | cent of
total total
148, 634 14.6 | 186,924 18. 3 ['dperesmt. - __lliii lCos 414 pereent.
141,274 13.2 | 220,085 - R I e [ Do.:
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)er.
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January 1058 ______ 4,074 6.3 12, 228 e e e 514 percent.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, Ithink
I still have the floor. I ask that I may
be yielded 1 more minute.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
vield 2 additional minutes to the Sena-
tor from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I wish
to take a moment to assure my good
friend from Connecticut [Mr. BusH]
that he does not stand on the burning
deck alone. When our good friend from
Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] gave him that gi-
gantic hotfoot and put him on the burn-
ing deck, I hope he was prepared to move
over and make room for the Senator from
Utah.

Mr. BUSH. I certainly am glad to
have the Senator from Utah behind me
on that burning deck, and at all times.
I thank him for that assurance.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President,
would the Senator from Indiana care to
use some time? We have only 23 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. CAPEHART. I shal' use a little
time, I believe the Senator from Louisi-
ana placed in the Recorp the chart which
I prepared and had placed on the desks
of all Senators.

I ask unanimous consent at this time
to have printed in the REcorp a resolu-
tion adopted last October by the Amer-
ican Legion, recommending that we do
exactly what the bill as reported by the
committee would do. In other words,
the American Legion was opposed to the
Monroney amendment, according to the
resolution it adopted last October.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Whereas the American Legion has been the
guiding force behind the GI bill of rights,

which includes the GI home loan program;
and

Whereas the number of home loans being
made under the GI bill is declining steadily
because the interest rate is no longer com-
petitive under cwrrent and foreseeable mar=
ket conditions; and

Whereas the failure of the Congress to en-
act legislation to permit the interest rate on
GI loans to be competitive, has prevented a
continuing flow of funds from private sources
into the GI home loan market; and

Whereas under present conditions home-
purchasing veterans are being deprived of
a GI loan, thereby limited to conventional
and FHA loans, which are not as advan-
tageous to veterans as would he GI loans
with a competitive rate; and

Whereas the American Legion is already
on record in favor of a flexlble rate as rec-
ommended in the Collins report, approved
twice by the national executive committee:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the American Legion in na-
tional convention assembled at Atlantic
City, N. J., September 16-19, 1957, That
appropriate legislation be enacted by the
Congress to provide the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs with the same authority to
regulate interest on VA loans as the FHA
Administrator now exercises over FHA loans,
with authority within realistic limits to in-
crease or decrease rates to meet changing
conditions as they occur, in order to assure
the continued flow of GI loans under private
auspices; and be it further

Resolved, That the legislative commission
and the stafl members of the economic com-
mission be instructed to vigorously promote
this program, and through all available me-
dia make a grassroots appeal to the Legion
membership to actively support this move-
ment in order to insure continuation of the
GI home loan program which has proven to
be of such inestimable value to our country
and its veterans.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
also wish to read from the report of the
economic committee of the American
Legion when it adopted the resolution
asking Congress to increase the interest
rate. This is what they said, among
other things:

As brought out in testimony before the
convention committee, because of the ab-
sence of GI home loans in today's market,
our veterans are currently faced with the
following choices to borrow money to pur-
chase homes:

1. Use of FHA loans with rates at 514
percent plus one-half percent for FHA insur-
ance. Total 63/ percent.

2. Use of conventional financing requiring
downpayments from 20 percent to 3314
percent with interest rates ranging from 514
percent to 6 percent and over, or

3. Use of second mortgages at rates of
better than 6, 7, and up to 10 percent,

Those are the statements of the eco-
nomic committee of the American Le-
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gion, which recommended that the Le-
gion itself adopt the resolution author-
izing an increase in the interest rates.
They point out exactly what our Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency learned
as a result of a survey, namely, that
that situation exists with reference to
VA mortgages. There is no market for
them at 4% percent. I ask unanimous
consent that the statement may be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

The Economic Committee is deeply con-
cerned over developments adversely affect-
ing the GI home loan program.

For the past 8 months the Veterans’' Ad-
ministration statistics show that World War
II and Korean veterans are finding it in-
creasingly difficult to obtain loans at 414
percent to purchase homes. In fact, it is
estimated by the Veterans’ Administration
officials that for all intent and purpoOses the
program will come to a halt by January
1958.

The simple truth is that no one can
possibly lend money today at 414 percent,
Interest rates have risen progressively over
the past 6 years, as a result of the tremen-
dous demand for money for all purposes.
The present fixed interest rate on GI home
loans has thus become less and less attrac-
tive to investors.

As brought out in testimony before the
Convention Committee, because of the ab-
sence of GI home loans in today's market,
our veterans are currently faced with the
following choices to borrow money to pur-
chase homes:

1. Use of FHA loans with rates at 514 per-
cent, plus one-half percent for FHA in-
surance—total of 533 percent.

2. Use of conventional financing requiring
downpayments from 20 percent to 3315 per-
cent with interest rates ranging from 5!;
percent to 6 percent, and over; or

3. Use of second mortgages at rates of
better than 6, 7, and up to 10 percent.

Each of these alternatives represented, in
the committee’s considered view, too high
a price to pay for retention of a fixed inter-
est rate—a rate which in effect is preventing
the veteran from securing the GI loan to
which he is entitled.

The committee, therefore, unanimously
recommends adoption of the enclosed
resolution.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. 1 yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. Does the Senafor
also wish to put into the Recorp the
statement of the Veterans of Foreign
Wars of America, another great veterans’
organization, which takes a diametrically
opposite view?

Mr. CAPEHART. I would be glad to
put it in the Recorp. Does the Senator
have a copy?

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes. I hand the
copy to the Senator.

Mr. CAPEHART. I am very glad to
put it in the Recorp. I wish to say, how-
ever, that while this organization adopt-
ed the resolution, in conversation with
them since then—although I cannot
speak for them—I am sure that as a
result of that conversation they have
changed their mind, particularly since
there were only 4,000 VA starts in the
month of January.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the resolution of
the Veterans of Foreign Wars,
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There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS
oF THE UNITED STATES,
Kansas City, Mo., March 4, 1958.
Senator J. W. FULBRIGHT,

Chairman, Committee on Banking and
Currency, United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. FursricHT: I apprecliate this op-
portunity to present the written views, as I
interpret them, of the Veterans of Foreign
Wars with respect to the several bills being
considered which propose to extend the vet-
erans’ housing programs.

More and more veterans have been express-
ing their deep resentment and frustration
over their inability to obtain money under
either the guaranteed or direct-loan program.
Last summer our delegates to the 568th na-
tional convention held in Miami Beach, Fla.,
August 25-30, 1957, grappled with this prob-
lem and adopted five resolutions which are
very pertinent to this hearing, which read
as follows:

(a) Extension to July 25, 1962, of the
authority to make, guarantee, and insure
loans under title III of the Servicemen's Re-
adjustment Act of 1944, as amended.

(b) Extension to June 30, 1962, of the
direct-loan program, and provision for the
necessary funds.

(e) That the service charge currently
authorized lending organizations by the Vet-
erans’ Administration with respect to any
GI loans shall be prohibited by regulation
or by legislation.

(d) That the Veterans of Forelgn Wars of
the United States vigorously oppose any legis-
lation to increase the present interest rate
of 4145 to b percent or higher,

(e) Expansion of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion direct-loan program in all areas where
private funds for guaranteed loans are not
adequate or totally unavailable, and increase
of the maximum direct loan from $10,000 to
$13,500 (H. R, 4602, 85th Cong.). Further
consideration of the proposal to use part of
the NSLI reserve funds, with proper safe-
guards, for direct loans.

Taking thought of our national resolu-
tions, therefore, would indicate our delegates
favor extending both the direct- and guaran-
teed-loan programs to 1962, endorsing the
Congressionally approved version of H. R.
4602, which was vetoed by the President, and
vigorously opposing any increase in the
present 41i-percent interest rate on VA-
administered loans.

It is noted that the legislation being con-
sldered would authorize the Veterans' Affairs
Administrator to prescribe by regulation such
rate of interest as he may find the loan
market demands—not to exceed at any time
the rate of interest established by the Fed-
eral Housing Commissioner, At present the
interest rate in FHA loans is 5§14 percent, with
optimistic observers predicting a downward
revision due to present economic conditions
and governmental actions to loosen credit.
Since the present FHA rate exceeds 415
percent, I could not advocate the granting of
discretionary authority to the Veterans’ Af-
fairs Administrator to establish an interest
rate in excess of 414 percent. Conversely, the
Veterans of Forelgn Wars would not oppose a
flexible interest rate providing a maximum
of 415 percent were established.

One of the underlying reasons behind the
firm position of the VFW on the interest issue
stems from the widespread practice of dis-
counts on GI loans which range up to 12
percent in some areas, according to our infor-
mation. If it is decided to increase the
present interest rate, the Veterans’ Affairs Ad-
ministrator should be given discretionary

r to outlaw discounts on GI loans so
that the interest rate will reflect the true
cost of the GI loan to the veteran.
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While the VFW has long champloned the
direct-loan program since its inception in
1850, your attention is directed to this fact.
The VFW has never advocated an all-out
direct-loan program—only to the extent and
limits as contained in H. R. 4602, with the
moneys to be used only when private funds
are not readily available in any area. We feel
a minimum of $200 million is required to
revive this program for the coming year.

With the foregoing considerations in mind,
the VFW strongly recommends favorable
consideration of the legislation before your
committee, to extend and liberalize the VA
loan programs. Many veterans will be given
an opportunity to obtain a home which has
been previously denied because of circum-
stances beyond their control. f

In conclusion may I once again express my
sincere appreciation for this opportunity to
express the views of the Veterans of Foreign
Wars with respect to one of our most im-
portant legislative objectives.

Sincerely,
Omar B. KETCHUM,
Director.
Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I

hold in my hand many telegrams urging
Congress to pass the bill as it was re-
ported by the committee. Let us keep
in mind that the committee reported
the bill, and that I am recommending,
as, I hope, to the great majority of
Senators, that the bill be passed as re-
ported by the committee, with but one
purely technical amendment on which
the chairman of the committee, the Sen=
ator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN],
and I have agreed.

The telegrams I am about to place in
the Recorp are telegrams supporting that
position. For example, I have a long
telegram from the president of the Na-
tional Association of Home Builders,
among others. There is one here from
the president of the Shreveport Home
Builders Association, which reads:

SHREVEPORT, LA., March 5, 1958,
Senator HOMER E, CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Strongly urge GI bill extension with rate
increase but with elimination of discrimi-
natory feature restricting direct loans to
rural areas. This feature promotes attrac-
tion of suburban areas outside metropolitan
city limits, causing costly commuting to vet-
erans, while urban developments more de-
sirably located but without benefits of
direct loans are rendered unattainable to
veterans,

E. L. BERRY,
President, Shreveport Home Builders
Association.

I have another telegram from Mont-

gomery, Ala., which reads:
MONTGOMERY, ALA., March 5, 1958,
Senator CAPEHART,
Senate Banking Committee,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.

DeAr SENATOR CAPEHART: We desperately
need extension of GI housing bill with au-
thority for administrator to adjust interest
rate in accordance with market require-
ments, Appreciate you doing all you can
for us.

Yours very truly,
M. J. LeARY,
Contractor,

I shall not take the time of the Senate
to read all the telegrams. However, I will
say that I did not receive one letter or
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one telegram from anyone in opposi=
tion to the bill as reported by the com-
mittee—not one. Nor have I received a
telephone call in opposition to the bill

The amendment of the able Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. MoNrRONEY] would
strike out the amendment which was of-
fered by the junior Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. RoserTson]. I strongly urge
the passage of the bill without any
amendments, for the reason that it is the
only way I know of to put pecple back to
work building houses, and to do it quick-
ly. That is what we want to do.

We can talk all we want to about
interest rates being high or low, but what
we really want to do is put men to work,
and we want the GI's to get housing, be-
cause the GI's can buy houses without
any downpayment. Even with a slight
increase in the interest rate, the monthly
payments on GI housing are much less
than the rents they are now paying in
the places in which they live. We will not
only get housing for GI's, but we will also
put men to work. We in the committee
know of no other way to do it, unless we
want the Government to buy the mort-
gages.

Of course, we can adopt a 3-percent in-
terest rate if we wish to do so, or a 2-
‘percent interest rate, and use taxpayers’
money with which to buy the mortgages.

That can be done. It does not require
any imagination or intelligence to enact
a law saying that the Government shall
buy up all the mortgages. The $1,850,-
000,000 authorized in the bill, for the
purpose of buying mortgages at the dis-
cretion of the President, if he were to use
all of it, would buy 136,000 mortgages at
$13,500 each.

As I said in the committee, we may
now well need all the money we can get
to handle the depression. Here is one
case where it is the best judgment of
everyone in the industry that private
industry will buy the mortgages, thereby
relieving the taxpayers in this instance
of putting up any money. If we can do
it, we ought to try to do it. We ought to
give it a chance to work. We provide in
the bill $1,850,000,000. If it becomes
necessary, the President can buy the
mortgages, but let us save our money for
possibly a better use, if we can do it by
having private industry pick up the mort-
gages.

I ask unanimous consent that the tele-
grams be printed in the Recorp at this
point as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

WasHINGTON, D. C,, March 11, 1958,
Hon. HoMeR E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Your participation in housing debate to-
day on S. 3418 tremendously important to
entire home-building industry and to Na-
tion’s economy. We fully support commit-
tee bill and oppose changes which would
curtail its effectiveness. Specifically we sup-

ort:
» 1. Elimination of mortgage-discount con-
trols which is accomplished by committee
bill.

2. Committee proposal to give President
discretion to adjust GI interest rate.

3. Extension of World War II home loan
'guaranty program.
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4. Committee proposals for more funds for
Federal National Mortgage Association to
purchase FHA and VA mortgages.

5. Committee proposal to lower FHA
downpayments for low-cost housing.

Elimination of discount controls and some
authority for adjustment of GI rate are
essential Iif veterans' home-loan program is
to be effective in all areas of the country and
produce needed stimulant to residential con-
struction. I urge your full support for com-
mittee bill and your vote against amend-
ments which would weaken it.

We belleve that the bill as reported out by
the Banking Committee is best possible
means of assisting private industry to create
more jobs, use more materials, and supply
much-needed housing for the American peo-
ple. This is the view of the entire home-
buillding indusiry speaking through this
association which represents 40,000 members
afliliated In 302 local and State associations
throughout the country.

NeLs G. SEVERIN,
President, National Association of
Home Builders.

WasHINGTON, D. C., March 12, 1958.
Hon. HoMER E, CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Urge your support of realistic interest rate
for GI loan program. If reactivated this pro-
gram can boost home building and related
flelds and stimulate our economy. VA ap-
plications are down from 19,000 last Janu-
ary to 5,200 this January. Obviously 414 per-
cent will not do the job.

STEPHEN SLIPHER,
United States Savings and Loan

League.

COUNTRYLANE HoME BUILDERS,

McHenry, 1Il., March 8, 1958.
Senator HoMER E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C,

My DEAR SENATOR: As an individual vitally
Interested in the construction of homes for
qualified veterans and their families, I
hasten to offer my congratulations for your
recent introduction of a bill to continue the
operation of a veterans’ home-building pro-
gram under the Veterans' Administration.

Our company owns a franchise from the
National Homes and have constructed ap-
proximately 100 homes in the vicinity of
McHenry, Ill., during the last 2 years.

We can fully appreciate the enjoyment
which these veterans and their familles have
experienced in their own—well-built, well-
designed—homes. This has been accom-
plished by reason of the plan which has
permitted them to acquire such propertles
without any downpayment but upon the as-
sumption of a 20-year, 41, ~percent mortgage.

The change in the interest rate on mort-
gages has created a condition which natu-
rally meant that any investor would be re-
luctant to Invest In such low-rate paper
when higher yleld mortgages were available,
This condition imposed upon the franchisee
or builder a discount rate of anywhere from
11 percent to 13 percent. This prohibitive
discount has definitely discouraged any fur-
ther building of this character,

It is fair to say that the mere raising of
the inferest rate on such veterans mort-
gages 1s all that is necessary to reestablish
such bullding and create a market for such
paper comparable to anything now offered.
It is no exaggeration to say that there is a
desperate need for such homes at low cost.
Hundreds of thousands of qualified veterans
are desperate for a home of their own, and
the veterans plan has been the answer. The
simple revision, viz, the higher interest rate,
will suffice. The investor 1s concerned with
the yield provided the investment is safe.
There has been no reluctance heretofore to
invest in veterans mortgages. The bullder,
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however, cannot survive if he is compelled
to pay the prevalling discount rate.

I trust that I may have an expression of
your reaction to the above suggestions.

Respectfully submitted,
E. N. Henz, Sr.,
Treasurer.
OAr Parg, ILL.

HoLrLYywoobp, CALIF,, March 10, 1958,
Hon, HoMER E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We have constructed several thousand
housing units under VA and FHA programs.
Our program almost stopped under present
FHA-VA conditions. Respectfully wurge
adoption of pending housing legislation,
particularly upward adjustment of VA inter-
est rate, lower FHA downpayment, and re-
laxatlon discount controls. If adequate
housing bill adopted, we will commence sub-
stantial program at once which will provide
employment for large numbers. Other build-
ers in area indicate they will do the same.
‘We believe adoption of the pending legisla-
tion will provide immediate substantial re-
lief agalnst growing nationwide unemploy-
ment.

DANIEL E. AND EpnGAR M. CoOHN,

BEVERLY HiILLS, CALIF.

HoLrywoobn, CALir., March 10, 1958.
Hon. HoMeR E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.;

This office represents several homebuild-
ers engaged in substantial housing projects
under VA and FHA programs. On behalf
of our clients, we urgently request favorable
action on the proposed housing bill. We
deem it imperative to bolster sagging econ-
omy. Believe substantial development in
housing industry will result under new bill
providing tremendous immediate employ-
ment. Upward adjustment VA interest vital
to usability of program.

Roserr K. LicHT,
Light, Garcin & Grossman.

SAN BERNARDINO, CALIF., March 11, 1958.
Hon., HoMER E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Commitiee for Housing Legislation,
Washington, D. C.:

Present conditions must change immedi-
ately if the housing industry is not to be-
come entirely defunct on the west coast.
One year ago we predicted current condi-
tions would occur if the following were not
approved:

1. Action must be taken immediately to
eliminate any form of control over mortgage
loan discounts.

2. Interest rate ceilings must be elimi-
nated or substantially lifted on both VA and
FHA insured loans. The current conven-
tional rate is at not less than 6 percent.

3. Equity downpayment requirements un-
der FHA loans must be reduced to the barest
minimum. We recommend a flat 3 to 5 per-
cent to a maximum sales price of $20,000.

FHA loan ceililng must be raised from
$20,000 to at least $25,000.

5. FNMA regulations must be adjusted to
allow purchase of any loan guaranteed or
insured by VA or FHA regardless of size and
without discount. We believe loan funds
adeguately available under above adjust-

ments.
C, WM. FLEMING,
President, Mortgage and Loan Cor-
poration of the West.

ELEHART, InD., February 28, 1958.
Hon. HoMER E. CAPEHART,
Member United States Senate,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C,
Dear Homer: I have just read your intro-
duction to your bill revising the GI housing
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requirements and extending the loan guar-
anty program for World War II veterans.

Your bill looks very sound and sensible to
me and should deserve the support of all
lending institutions. It would, in my opin-
iun, bring the GI mortgage back into an at-
tractive picture; that is to say, a picture
equally attractive against FHA title IT mort-
gages and should appeal to mortgage lend-
ers. Your figures on the number of homes
financed by the GI housing bill, including
the years 1951 through 1957, speak for them-
selves in reflecting the disfavor the GI mort-
gages have come under in the last 2 years.
Based on their restricted rates and their re-
stricted limits, I can say that if your bill
is approved and becomes law, our bank,
which has not been writing GI mortgages
for several years, will again be interested in
the GI mortgage borrowers.

I hope you every success with this bill,
and meanwhile please accept my kindest per-
sonal regards.

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE S. ANDERSON,

President, First National Bank of Elkhart.

MarioN COUNTY RESIDENTIAL
BUILDERS, INC.,
Indianapolis, Ind., February 26, 1598.
The Honorable HOMER E. CAPEHART,
Senator from Indiana,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENaTOR CAPEHART: We recently re-
ceived your newsletter of February 24 which
dealt with the extension of the GI housing
law. BSince that time I have had an oppor-
tunity to discuss your proposal with several
of our local builders. All with whom I have
talked expressed their enthusiastic support of
extending the GI housing bill.

Here in Indianapolis we appreciate your
constant support ©f the home building in-
dustry. If there is anything further we can
do to ald your recent proposal, we shall be
happy to do so.

We hope that we shall again have the op-
portunity to have you with us during the
May directors’ meeting in Washington.

Sincerely yours,
FeL1x C. DEHEBREARD,
President.

JASPER, IND., February 24, 1958.
Hon. HoMER E. CAPEHART,
United States Senator,
Washington, D.C.

HoworapLE SiR: I wish to commend you on
your recent proposal to extend the GI bill
for 2 years and to raise the maximum loan
amount from $10,000 to $13,500.

I feel this would be a fair way for the
Government to curtail unemployment, and
on the same token will be very beneficial to
the veteran with no expense to the Govern-
ment.

I also feel that in order for this program
to work effectively the maximum interest rate
will have to be 5 percent in order that more
money will be available.

As in the past 5 or 6 years very few loans
other than direct VA have been made because
investment companies were able to get a bet-
ter rate of interest elsewhere.

I realize this isn't giving a veteran a low
interest rate, but being a veteran, and in this
present day, the problem is finding money
to bulld. By dolng the two things mentioned
you would make home building possible.

I'm employed as a banker and my fellow-
workers share in my opinions expressed in
this letter.

Very sincerely yours,
Max L. BURKE.
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New ROCHELLE CHAPTER,
WESTCHESTER COUNTY REALTY BOARD,
New Rochelle, N. ¥., February 24, 1958.
Hon. HOMER E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR Sir: I was pleased to read in the New
York Times today that you are prepared to
ask for a 2-year extension of the World War
II GI home loan program. I was also pleased
to see that you are in favor of raising the
interest rate to 514 percent.

Frankly, to extend the program without
ralsing the interest would be an empty ges-
ture. In 1956 our members, who deal only in
used homes, used GI loans in about half our
sales. In 1857, we were unable to secure a
single GI loan. Inecidentally, it was a very
poor year for real estate in this area.

Many young veterans are able to carry a
large mortgage, but between the high cost
of living and high income taxes are unable
to save enough money to make the down pay-
ment required in this area for a conventional
deal, namely 40 percent. This prevents all
but the most desperate GI's from buying.
The really desperate ones load themselves
with a conventional mortgage at 5% to 6
percent, and with a second mortgage at 6
percent on top of the first mortgage. This is
certainly not a healthy situation.

We feel that to extend the GI loan program
and to allow a higher interest rate would be
a service to the veterans and a real help to
our stumbling economy. The veteran who is
enabled to buy a home also buys stoves, re-
frigerators, washing machines, rugs, grass
seed, garden tools, ete., ete. And this is one
move that does not actually cost the Govern-
ment any money, hence no additional taxes.

Wishing you every success in your efforts in
behalf of the GI loan program, I am,

Sincerely yours,
Perny B. Houcw, Jr.,
President, New Rochelle Realty Board.

GRINSLADE-ERABBENHOFT
CoNsTauUcTION CoO.,
Indianapolis, Ind., March 3, 1958.
Senator HomeRr E. CAPEHART,
enate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dzar SENATOR CAPEHART: I understand that
the Senate Banking and Currency Com-
mittee is going to consider your bill 3336 to
extend the loan guaranty program for World
War II veterans.

As a legislative member of the National
Association of Home Bulilders, I would like
for you to know that this legislation is very
important for our local veterans if they are
to be able to bulld a home. Our bullders
are unable to secure VA loans until the in-
terest rate is made realistic.

We hope very much that your bill be=-
comes law.

Yours truly,
T. E. GRINSLADE.

AvperT E. THOMPSON Co.,
Indianapolis, Ind., February 28, 1958.
Hon. HomERr E, CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear HomeR: I am in receipt of copy of the
Benate bill relative to extension of GI loan
privileges and the adjustment of interest
rates introduced by you in the Senate.

I wish to compliment you on introducing
this plece of legislation as it is much needed
if we are to keep the home bulilding industry
going.

Thanking you for your interest in the af-
fairs of the small builders, I remain

Very truly yours,
ALBERT E. THOMPSON.
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Hownovuvru, February 25, 1958,
Senator HomeErR CAPEHART,

Senate Banking and Currency Com=
mittee, Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Just read press dispatch you are introduc-
ing bill to extend GI home loan program for
2 years. This is inspiring news for thousands
GI's and subdivider bullders in Hawail and
on mainland. Such legislation realized as
vitally important to Natlon’s economy and
patriotic support of GI's thus comes this
strong appeal for action.

J. R. BOLKER,
President, Brighton-Bilt Homes,
Los Angeles,

(Visiting Hawall address Royal Hawallan

Hotel.)

Los ANGELES, CALIF., March 5, 1958.
Senator HoMER CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Have read in Wall Street Journal re action
taken by Senate Banking Committee to stim=-
ulate housing as anti-recession measure, In-
creased funds to FNMA for purchase VA and
FHA mortgages, and lower down payments
on FHA will both help. However, of utmost
importance to raise interest rates from 414
to 515 percent or at least 5!4 percent, same
as FHA. Also to eliminate discount controls.
Will make more mortgage money available
and will reduce need for direct purchases
by FNMA of insured mortgages. Also of ut-
most importance VA program for World War
I veterans should be extended for at least
2 years. Over 60 percent of VA home sales
are to World War II vets as they are older,
have larger families, have greater need of
housing. Apprcximately 40 percent of VA
sales are to Korean vets. If program not ex-
tended for World War II vets, 60 percent of
potential VA housing sales will be elimi=
nated as of July 25th. During past 5 years
have built over 600 homes under VA pro-
grams. Respectfully urge you make every
effort to put through above programs as it is
vital to successful stimulation of recovery
in housing construction, which is basic to
our economic recovery.

JOSEPH LEIFZIGER, °
Foremost Contracting and Engineering
Co., Los Angeles, Calif.

NiaGara Farrs, N. Y., March 4, 1958,
Senator HoMER E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Very much in favor of your proposed bill
8. 3236 to extend the loan guaranty program
for World War II veteran.

WALTER S. JOHRNSON,
President, Johnson Building Co.

STATEN IsLamp, N. Y., March 5, 1958.
Senator HoMer CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Hope you are successful in securing sup-
port of S, 3336 which embodies position of
American Legion to revitalize GI home loan
program.

JoserH HoLZKA,
Member, National Economic Com=
mission, American Legion.

JEFFERSONVILLE, IND., March 4, 1958.
Hon. HoMER E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Urgently request extension of World War
II GI home loan guaranty program.
R, P. VoieT,
President, Home Builders Associa-
tion of Southern Indiana,
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Puesro, Coro., March 5, 1958.
Senator HoMmER E. CarEHART of Indiana,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Extension of GI loan benefits without in-
terest increase to 6 percent would hurt econ-
omy and building industry more than it
would help. Increase to 5 percent impera-
tive otherwise let program expire in faire
ness to buyers, builders, and investors.
PueeLo, CorLo., HoMe BUILDERS AS-
SOCIATION,

Muwcie, Inp., March 5, 1958.
Senator HoMER E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We appreciate your vote regarding the in-
crease in rate and the extension of the
World War II program.

WirLtam L. POOLE,
Secretary and Treasurer,
Muncie Homebuilders Association.

BeverLy HiLLs, CALIF., March 9, 1958.
Senator HoMER CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

We feel that the home building industry
in southern California will be seriously cur-
tailed by the failure of the Senate Banking
Committee to approve increase of interest
rates on Veterans' Administration loans and
the extension of loan program for World
War II veterans. We would greatly appre-
ciate your support of extension of program
and increase of interest rates.

GranDviEw BuiLping Co.
BARNEY MORRIS.
Eowarp K. ZUCKERMAN,
1.0s ANGELES, CALIF,, March 5, 1958.
Senator HoOMER CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Housing is the backbone of American re-
covery, Don't penalize us. Make America
strong. Vote for a free interest rate and ex-
tension of the World War II program.

THE ToBIN COMPANIES,
W. J. BoRTNER, Secretary.

INGLEWOOD, CALIF.,, March 5, 1958.
Hon. HOMER CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Strongly urge GI rate increase plus exten-
sion of World War II program as deserved
benefits to veterans and as antirecession
move.
HArRRY KISSEL,
President, Kissel Homes.,

Los ANGELES, CALIF., March 5, 1958.
Senator HoMER CAPEHART,
Senaie Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

‘We consider it vital for the building busi-
ness and United States economy that Senate
Banking Committee decide in favor of GI
rate increase plus extension of World War II
program. Please do your utmost for a fa-
vorable decision.

HIrscH VICTORY ENTERPRISES, INC.

Los ANGELES, CALIF,, March 5, 1958.
Senator HoMER E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations. Veterans and home
builders all over country have been working
all day long to assist you in your fight to con-
vince the Democrats they should vote ap-
proval of your bill 8. 3386 to extend the GI
bill and increase interest rate.
J. R. BOLKER,
Brighton-Bilt Homes.
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SAN Dreco, Cavrr., March 5, 1958.
Senator HOMER CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Urge approval and extension of VA World
War II program. Vital to our area.
CarL WHITE, Jr.,
Ezxecutive Vice President,
Palomar Mortgage Co.
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIF,, March 5, 1958.
Hon. HOMER CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.;
Strongly urge you vote for extension of
World War II program and rate increase.
5. CHARLES LEE.

‘WHITTIER, CALIF., March 5, 1958.
Hon. HOMER CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Sagging economy needs shot in arm; urge
GI rate increase and extension of World War
II program.
K. C. TURNER,
President, Builders & Developers, Ine.

Los ANGELES, CALIF., March 5, 1958.
Senator HOMER CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

We strongly urge you to approve and sup-
port the GI rate increase and the extension
of the World War II program.

James M. Woobs,
President, Woods Construction Co.
and Pioneers Builders, Inc.

WHITTIER, CALIF., March 5, 1958.
Senator HOMER CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

We wholeheartedly support GI rate in-
crease and extension of World War II pro-
gram and urge you vote in favor of same.

HaroLp H. PYRON.

—

Los ANGELES, CALIF., March 5, 1958.
Hon. HoMER E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

The home builders of southern California
urge your assistance in securing favorable
passage of housing legislation now pending
in Banking and Currency Committee. Ex-
tenslon of GI program at reasonable and
equitable interest rates extremely important
to southern California economy. Present GI
interest rate is completely unreasonable and
is major reason for lack of financing for
builder and GI purchaser. Recommend this
be placed on par with FHA interest rate.
Current drop in local residential construe-
tion directly attributable to low-interest rate
and possible expiration of GI program.

GeorGeE O, PRUSSELL,
Ezxecutive Vice President, Home
Builders Association of Los An-
geles, Orange, and Ventura Coun-
ties.

Los ANGELES, CALIF.,, March 5, 1958.
Hon. HoMmer E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:
Urge increase in GI interest rate and
extension of same.
Sam Youne,

Surety Development Co.

Los ANGELES, CALIF., March 5§, 1958.
Senator HOMER CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

I urge your recommendation and support
of extension of World War II VA program and
flexible interest rate.

ArTHUR C. WRIGHT,

March 12

Los ANGELES, CALIF.,, March 5, 1958.
Senator HoMER CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We are among top 10 quantity home
builders of United States. GI program was
backbone of our business. Urge extension
of program and increase of interest rate to
prevent tremendous drop in number of
homes built this year.

BorrenpacHER & Keruron Inc.

La MEesa, CaLiF., March 6, 1958.
Hon, HomeR E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We wholeheartedly endorse your proposal
for the extension of the GI bill and increas-
ing the interest rates we are wiring our
Representatives and Senators from this area
as well as the Senate Banking Committee
giving our endorsement there are thousands
of veterans in this area who have not yet
purchased homes but who will be able to do
within the next 2 years. The extension of
this program will be good for San Diego and
the Nation as a whole,

Respectfully,
HeaTizer Harris BUILDERS,
BSam C. HARRIS.

LEMoN GROVE, CALIF,

LoneG BeacH, CaLIr., March 6, 1958,
Senator HOMER CAPEHART,
Washington, D. C.:

As one of the leaders in the bullding in-
dustry in southern California I know of no
other single thing that would stimulate our
economy more at the present time than the
Government’s approval of a GI interest rate
increase. We sold over 1,200 homes last year
and we feel that we could double that figure
with the passage of this interest increase.
Notwithstanding, but has appeared in the
paper as to housing start sales at this time
are practically at a standstill. The build-
ing industry needs this interest increase.

Rossmoor HoMmEes, Ross W. CORTESE.
Lonc BEACH, CALIF.
NEw York, N. Y.,
March 6, 1958,
Senator HOMER CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Imperative that home building industry
and general economy be helped by the ex-
tension of the GI bill for World War II vet-
erans for 2 years with an interest rate in-
crease.

GEORGE M. PARDE, Jr.,
Regional Vice President for South-
ern California National Associa-
tion for Home Builders.
RicaMmonND, IND., March 3, 1958.
Senator HoMER CAPEHART,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

Association requests your influence to
have World War II GI home-loan guaranty
program extended, also adjust interest rates.

WayNE CouNTY HOME BUILDERS

ASSOCIATION
W. 5. WooLLEY, Secretuary.
MoTHERS OF WORLD War IIT,
Redkey, Ind., February 28, 1958.

Dear SENATOR CAPEHART: The bill to ex-
tend the GI housing loan law 2 years while
providing interest rates to attract mortgage
money you are introducing in the Senate
meets with the approval of Mothers of World
War II, Inc., unit 87. We are glad the 14
million eligible veterans of World War II
and Korean war will get what they are
Justly entitled to.

Thanks so much for your support and
we hope the bill will pass.

Very sincerely,
Mrs. Rose SMITH,
Legislative Chairman,
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Muncie, Ino.,, March 4, 1958.
Senator HoMER E. CAPEHART,
Washington, D. O.:

Congratulations for your introduction of
the bill to extend World War II home loans.
We still have lots of inguiries from veterans
about GI loans and feel sure we could sell
many more homes if the GI bill is extended
and interest rates adjusted to be attractive
to the lender. We feel sure you will use your
best efforts to obtain extension of this pro-
gram. Thank you.

HavTeEmanw Homes, INc.,
JosepH 8. HALTEMAN, President.

AnpeErsoN, INp.,, March 3, 1958.
Senator HoMeER E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Local sentiment strongly in favor of ex-
tension of World War II GI home-loan guar-
anty program. Urgently recommend con-
tinuance past July 1957 and Increased inter-
est rates comparable to FHA rates to attract
additional mortgage funds. GI construction
at standstill since December 1957.

J. D. WesT,
Secretary, Anderson Home Builders
Association.

ForT WAYNE, IND., March 4, 1958.
Senator HoMER E, CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

As a home builder, realtor, prefabricator,
and chairman of the Fort Wayne Home
Builders Legislative Committee, I strongly
endorse and recommend passage of 8. 3336.

ROBERT J. ALLEN,

Fort Waynge, InNp., March 4, 1958.
Hon. HoMER CAPEHART,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.r
Please use every possible means to en-
courage extension of the World War II GI
home-loan guaranty program. This program

1s vital to construction industry and to po-

tential home buyers.
your attention.
LepraTo HoMEeSITES, INC.

RicEMOND, IND., March 3, 1958.
Senator HoMER CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Appreciate your efforts on extension of
GI bill under S. 3336.. We as veterans as
well as builders are behind you 100 percent.
J. E. DANNENBERG,
General Manager,
Modern Developments, Ine.

ForT WAYNE, IND., March 4, 1958.
Hon. HoMER CAPEHART,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

The World War II GI home-loan guaranty
program is of major importance to the
housing industry and to veterans., Your
encouragement of this extension is ex-
tremely important and will be greatly
appreciated.

We urgently request

StyLEMASTER HoMEs, INC.

ForT WAYNE, IND.,, March 4, 1958.
Hon. HoMER CAPEHART,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.:

We urgently request that you give serious
consideration to extension of World War II
GI home-loan guaranty program. This
would be invaluable both to home builders
and prospective buyer. Your attention and
consideration will be greatly appreciated.

LEBRATOR Bros., INC.
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FortT WaYNE, IND,, March 4, 1958.
Hon. HOMER CAFEHART,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.: .

It is respectfully requested that you make
every effort to insure extension of the World
War II GI home-loan guaranty program.
Such a program is of utmost importance to
home buyers and builders of homes through-
out the Nation. Your attention and support
will be greatly appreciated.

HOMECRAFT DISTRIBUTING CoO.

HammonD, IND,, February 28, 1958.
Seznator HoMER E. CAPEHART,
Washington, D.C.:

Urgently request your support in passage
of extension of World War II GI home-loan
guaranty program.

BALDWIN BUILDERS.

Los ANGELES, CALIF., March 6, 1958.
Senator HoMEeR E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Being a builder of GI houses, I feel that an
extension of the VA program is imperative in
order to stimulate the company.

R. A, WATT CONSTRUCTION CoO.
R. A, WaATT.

HoMEe BUTLDERS ASSOCIATION
OF INDIANA, INC.,
Indianapolis, Ind., February 28, 1958.
HoMmER E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SEnaTOoR: We have received, with a
great deal of satisfaction, the news of your
introduction of a bill extending the GI loan
program with a realistic approach to interest
rates, which has been the biggest stumbling-
block to the program in the last couple of
years.

The veterans should have the additional
time as the lack of funds for financing at the
present rate has deprived them of the oppor-
tunity of exercising the privileges which
Congress intended to convey. I do not be-
Heve that the individual veteran should be
penalized for the shortsighted zeal with
which he has been represented in Congress
in the matter of interest rates.

We applaud your alertness to the situation
and feel certaln that the veteran will wel-
come this renewed opportunity to avail him-
self of the benefits of the GI program which
are so soon to be permanently withdrawn.

Your proposal is also timely in that it will
have a tremendous effect in helping the
home-building industry to take the lead in
rolling back the threat of economic reces-
sion, and we certainly can use such help in
Indiana right now.

Cordially yours,
JoserH W. VAN BRIGGLE,
Ezecutive Vice President.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, may
I inquire as to the remaining time on
both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
BearL in the chair). The Senator from
Oklahoma has 23 minutes remaining,
and the Senator from Indiana has 23
minutes remaining.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the Recorp a letter
dated March 6, 1958, addressed to the
chairman of the committee [Mr. FoL-
BrRIGHT] from the AMVETS, which is an-
other of our very great veterans’ organi-
zations. The letter protests the increase
in interest rates.

4101

There being no objection, the letfer
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

AMVETS NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS,
Washington, D. C., March 6, 1958.
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT,

Chairman, Banking and Currency
Committee, United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.

Dear SEnaTOR FULBRIGHT: We note with
interest that your committee is considering
legislation to extend the veterans' housing
programs. In order that you may be ap-
prised of the views of AMVETS, we would
like to bring our position to your attention.

At our last national convention, AMVETS
adopted a resolution, subsequently re-
affirmed by our national executive commit-
tee, placing us firmly against ralsing the 414
percent interest rate on GI mortgages. We
believe there are other means of encourag-
ing lenders to buy mortgages at this rate,
and these methods should be tried before
giving the cost-of-living index another
boost, Also, there is no proof that an inter-
est increase would have the desired effect
of stimulating the veterans' housing pro-
grams, for this action has already been tried
by the FHA with no great success.

At their last meeting, our national execu-
tive committee adopted a resolution stating
“that legislation be enacted to the effect
that those persons and institutions investing
in GI loans at 414 percent be permitted to
receive the interest from these investments
tax free thereby providing an incentive to
invest funds in this program.” They felt
so strongly that this plan would be an over-
whelming success that they included a re-
stricting clause providing that “no more
than 300,000 houses or units would be built
or sold under this plan in any one year, funds
for 50,000 of the 300,000 units to be made
avallable in those sections of the country
previously considered direct loan areas.”
This tax exemption would encourage private
organizations to invest welfare, pension, and
trust funds in the GI loan programs.

Another stimulant which we feel would
be effective is the expansion and continu-
ance of the Veterans' Administration direct
loan pi am. We also recommend that
conventional lending institutions have the
right to purchase direct loan contracts from
the VA at the established interest rate of
414 percent.

And finally, both our national convention
and national executive committee adopted
resolutions emphatically urging the exten-
sion of the World War II housing loan pro=
gram. Primarily because of the constantly
rising cost of living, the recent period of
tight money, and previous and current re-
cesslons, there are several milllon veterans
who have not yet made use of their benefits
under this law. Obviously these ecircum-
stances are not directly under the veteran’s
control, and should not deprive him of a
basic right.

We sincerely urge you to report a bill that
will Incorporate these provisions.

Very truly yours,
JoHN R. HOLDEN,
National Legislative Director.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yvield 10 minutes to my colleague, the
distinguished junior Senator from Ore-
gon, who is a cosponsor of the amend-
ment.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
am privilegzed to be a cosponsor of the
amendment offered by the able junior
Senator from Oklahoma. The amend-

ment is vital to the entire country, but
it is particularly urgent as it concerns
the region and the State which I repre-
sent, in part, in the Senate.
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On November 16, 1957, the Oregonian,
of Portland, which is the newspaper
having the largest circulation in our
State, declared editorially:

The wood-products industry of the North-
west is a prime example of an industry de-
pressed by a building slowdown caused by
high interest and diminished credit.

I subscribe fully to that statement
from the Oregonian. It summarizes and
epitomizes what has happened in the
Pacific Northwest.

As of February 1, 1958, these were the
leading States in percentage of insured
unemployment:

Montana, 13.3 percent.

Oregon, 12.3 percent.

Washington, 11.1 percent.

This demonstrates how the Pacific
Northwest has suffered more than any
other region in the Nation from the im-
pact of high interest rates, and from the
adverse effect of high interest rates on
the housing and lumber industry.

The New York Times of January 6,
1958, in its authoritative National Eco-
nomic Review, said that for the first
time since 1940, during 1957 fewer than
1 million privately built dwelling units
were started. About 975,000 units were
started, whieh is still below the normal
1,093,000 private starts in 1956, and far
less than the 1,352,000 private starts in
the peak year of 1950.

High interest rates have cut down the
great lumber industry, on which Oregon
in particular, and the Pacific Northwest
in general, are so reliant. For example,
lumber production in the Douglas fir belt
of the Northwest during December 1957
was 16.6 percent below the November
level and an alarming 19.3 percent below
December of 1956. This shows what has
happened to our area’s No. 1 industry.
Furthermore, the Douglas fir realm is by
far the major source of the Northwest’s
lumber production.

In Oregon, which is the foremost lum-
ber-producing State in the Nation, there
were 538 business failures in 1957, as
compared with 282 business failures in
1956. This was an increase of almost
100 percent.

As evidence of what has happened to
our lumber industry during the reign of
tight money and high rates of interest,
some 88 sawmills in southwestern Oregon
closed down in the years 1956 and 1957.

I regret to say that I could continue to
cite statistics indefinitely, if time were
not limited, as to what has happened of
an unfavorable economic nature to the
Pacific Northwest in recent years. Dur-
ing every single year which the present
national administration has been in
office the per capita incomes of the peo-
ple of Oregon have dropped with respect
to the national average. This has been
the result of high interest rates, of the
slowdown in housing construction, and
of the effect on Oregon's lumber in-
dustry.

About 75 percent of the lumber pro-
duction of Oregon goes into housing.
‘When residential housing construction is
down, the production of lumber is down.
‘When the production of lumber is down,
Oregon is down. That is the reason I
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support the amendment offered by the
Senator from Oklahoma. It seeks to
lower interest rates so that more new
housing starts may be undertaken
throughout the Nation.

It is my understanding that about 5
yvears ago the total interest charge on a
$5,000 home, financed with a standard
FHA mortgage which ran for a period of
20 or 25 years, was approximately $10,-
400. Today, that interest charge will
total approximately $15,600, or a sum
greater than the cost of the house itself.
In other words, the home buyer will pay
more for the rental of the money than
he will pay for all the labor, all the
lumber, all the plywod, all the paint, all
the bricks, all the lighting fixtures, and
even the real property on which the house
is built,

I should like to echo some words
spoken in the Senate yesterday by the
able senior Senator from California [Mr.
KrnowtrAND], when he called attention to
the fact that only the San Francisco Dis-
trict of the Federal Reserve Board had
not gone along with the lowering of the
rediscount rate. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REecorp a telegram which I have sent to
Hon. William McChesney Martin, Jr.,
Chairman of the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve Board, urging that
he use his influence to see to it that the
San Francisco Federal Reserve District
adhere to the national policy in lowering
the rediscount rate. I do this especially
because the Pacific Northwest is a part
of the San Francisco district, and be-
cause the Pacific Northwest has suffered
so cruelly and grimly as a result of high-
interest rates and what that has done to
residential construetion.

I am pleased that the distinguished
Senator from California, the minority
leader, called this to our attention yes-
terday. It is my hope that the San
Francisco District of the Federal Reserve
Board will follow what is now the pre-
vailing policy of the Federal Reserve
Board, although it comes very belat-
edly, in bringing about a lowering of the
rediscount rate.

There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

WasHINGTON, D, C., March 12, 1958,
Hon. WiLLiaAM McCHESNEY MARTIN, Jr.,
Chairman, Board of Governors,
Federal Reserve Board,
Washington, D, C.:

It is my understanding that Federal Re-
serve Bank of San Francisco is only district
in Nation which has not followed lead of the
Board of Governors of Federal Reserve in
lowering rediscount rate. In view of fact
that Pacific Northwest is under San Fran-
cisco district, I feel this policy highly unwise.
Northwest is suffering from highest rate of
insured unemployment in United States.
Much of this stems from adverse impact of
high interest rates on both residential and
commercial construction, with resulting ad-
verse effect on northwest lumber industry.
Urge you and your fellow governors to use
all possible infiuence to have San Francisco
Federal Reserve District adhere to national
policy of lowering rediscount rate to member
banks, Kind regards.

Dicxk NEUBERGER,
United States Senator,

March 12

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
realize that time is limited. I do not
desire to presume upon the patience of
my colleagues any further, except to
summarize very briefly.

The Pacific Northwest, which formerly
was one of the most prosperous areas in
the entire Nation, today is in the grip
of a depression. What is a recession
elsewhere is a depression in the North-
west. I have cited the figures showing
that even though there is very grave,
disturbing unemployment in other
States, the three major States of the
Pacific Northwest, Oregon, Washington,
and Montana, have the highest ratio of
insured unemployment of any of the 48
States. This is an unenviable distinc-
tion. It stems from the depression in
the lumber industry. What has hap-
pened in the lumber industry is the di-
rect result of high rates of interest which
make it prohibitive for average families
to build or buy homes, because residen-
tial construction takes about 75 percent
of the softwood saw timber which is
produced in the Pacific Northwest.

Ever since I came to the Senate early
in 1955, I have been trying to emphasize
and stress to my colleagues the adverse
effect of the economic policies of this
administration on my State and my re-
gion. Ihave culled from the newsletters
entitled “Washington Calling,” which
Mrs. Neuberger and I publish, some of
the warnings that we have cited from
time to time about what was happening
in our State. I conclude this brief
presentation in support of the amend-
ment offered by the junior Senator from
Oklahoma by asking unanimous consent
that there be printed in the ReEcorp par-
ticular items contained in our news let-
ters, which stress what has happened to
the lumber industry and the economy of
the Pacific Northwest, and how high in-
terest rates, as well as the diminution of
low-cost Federal power projects, have
had a direct and very unfavorable result
on economic conditions in the Pacific
Northwest.

There being no objection, the ex-
cerpts were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

[From Washington Calling of June 1855]
Tax REDUCTION AN EcoNOMIC STIMULANT
(By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)

A great deal of self-serving talk is ema=
nating from high places in the administra=-
tion over recklessness of income tax cuts.
A glance backward shows that on the eve
of the 1954 elections, the ranking Republi-
can member of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee himself proposed a $20 tax credit
for each taxpayer. It wasn't as fair as the
Democratic proposal made at this session,
but it was along the same general lines. Re-
publicans in the Senate favored the 1954 cut
by a margin of 46 to 1, but there was then
no charge of “irresponsibility” coming down
from the administration.

There is ample reason for belief that the
$20 tax cut, glving more take-home pay to
every family, would benefit our economy.
Average families would spend the money
for such necessities as food, clothing, medi-
cal care, transportation, shelter, and a mod-
est portlon for recreation. This boost to
consumption would stimulate the economy
at a time when—as we in Oregon know from
bitter experience—we do not have full em-
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ployment and full use of the productive
capacity of agriculture and industry.

S

[From Washington Calling of July 1955]
Power RATES—OREGON’S FUTURE

(By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)

This was the page-one headline in Amer-
ica’s leading daily newspaper, the New York
Times, when the Hoover Commission sub-
mitted its report on water power and natu=
ral resources: “Hoover unit asks a rate in-
crease in Federal power."”

The headline points up the goal of the

whole Republican attack on . public power.,

That goal is the end of the low-cost power
yardstick, When that goal is reached, Ore-
gon can expect no more industries which use
electric power for fuel. Our one great ad-
vantage in creating new payrolls will be for-
ever at an end.

[From Washington Calling of August 1955]
BUBBLE ON THE Boom?
(By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)

Times are good in most parts of the United
States. This unquestionably helps the ad-
ministration in office. A depression would
help politically the party out of power, which
is the Democratic Party. But we do not
want a depression, of course. We are citi-
zens first, Democrats second. No good Amer-
ican desires partisan advantage at the ex-
pense of his country.

That is why we are somewhat disturbed
over & few of the manifestations of the boom.
Commercial bank loans expanded by about
$1 billlon during the first half of the year.
Real estate loans by commercial banks
climbed a further $1.3 billion. Consumer
debt in the United States has ascended to a
new all-time high in our history of $31.6
billion. How high can the rocket soar?
Are we overextended?

Even Secretary of the Treasury Humphrey
has warned that “we believe at this time of
great prosperity, all of us should exercise
self-restraint in the use of public or private
credit.” Of course, the Secretary has not
necessarily followed his own advice. I sat
on the Public Works Committee while he
urged upon us a highway bond issue which
would have provided $11.5 billion in interest
for banks, just to spend about $18.56 billion
on roads.

We trust that the prosperity continues.
We want the boom to go on. But we do not
want the boom and bust of the Hoover era,
and so we believe the danger signals should
be watched carefully.

[From Washington Calling of May 1956]
In DOLLARS AND CENTS
({By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)

City people read of the “farm depression”
#nd think this is merely political oratory.
Let's look at Fayette County, leading agri-
cultural area in Ohio.

In 1953, the first year of the Eisenhower
administration, the price of hogs was $21.65
per hundredweight. This dropped to $14.95
by 1966. The cash income of the county
from hogs alone has dropped $2,640,000 per
year since Eisenhower took office. Bank de-
posits in the county have not gone up dur-
ing the time the Republicans have occupied
the White House, although in nearby cities
all bank figures are up enormously.

The New York Times reports that the
leading attorney in Fayette County recently
made out the income-tax returns for 73
farmers. “Only 11 of them had made enough
money in 1955 to pay any income tax—and
this in a county which is first in income per
farm in the State,” it added.
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[From Washington Calling of October 1956]
How MUCH PROSPERITY FOR OREGON?
(By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)

In 1952 average per capita incomes of
Americans stood at $1,727 annually. That
in Oregon was $1,824, or nearly $100 higher
than the national average.

In 1958, average per capita Incomes of
Americans stand at $1,915. That in Oregon
is now $1,005, or $10 less than the national
average.

This, in a nutshell, summarizes what has
happened to Oregon economically in recent

years. On December 31, 1952, each person

in Oregon enjoyed an annual income $87
above the national level; now, as the year
19566 draws to an end, the annual income
for each person in Oregon is $10 less than
the national average.

When we consider that per capita income
is averaged for every man, woman and child,
this is a staggering loss in Oregon's wealth.
It amounts to $107 multiplied by the 1,620,-
000 inhabitants in our State.

Between 1952 and 1956, per capita incomes
in the country as a whole rose 10.9 percent,
but in Oregon they rose a mere 4.4 percent—
hardly enoug’: to offset the simultaneous rise
in the cost of living under the Eisenhower
administration. We failed to keep pace.
Neighboring California, by contrast, was just
about even with the national rate: 10.2
percent upward.

Of course, Oregon relies preponderantly
for prosperity and progress on timber, agri-
culture and expansion of our hydroelectric
power system, all of which are greatly af-
fected by Federal policies and legislation.

[From Washington Calling of March 1957]
How To RevVIVE OREGON's EcoNOMY
(By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)

Many letters come through the mail ask-
ing for our specific proposals as to how to
halt the decline in Oregon incomes. This
is the program which we presented through
the columns of the Oregonian 3 months ago:

1. Revive the low-cost Federal hydroelec=
tric-power system.

2. Repeal the 3 percent government tax
on freight shipments.

3. Prevent monopolization of Federal tim-
ber stumpage by a few big absentee com=-
panies.

4, End the “hard-money” policy which
chokes off credit, housing and lumber sales.

5. Promote Federal aid to schools, to help
alleviate the financial crisis in Oregon edu-
cational support.

There are other ideas, of course, but these
are some which seem the most feasible and
practical.

[From Washington Calling of April 1957]
BEHIND THE CUTBACK IN LUMBER
(By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)

Numerous Oregon communities are feeling
painfully the slowdown in lumber orders.
Behind this looms the curtailment in hous-
ing. And behind the housing curtailment
is the Eisenhower administration. Read this
column by John G. Forrest, business editor
of a famous pro-Eisenhower paper, the New
York Times:

“The administration did take a small step
toward reducing spending. Housing appro-
priations will be cut by one-third, or $200
million. Home bullding is already in some=-
what of a slump. The spring season has
gotten off to its poorest start in 8 years. The
Labor Department has reported that new
building starts had fallen to an annual rate
of 810,000 homes. This is the first time in
5 years that starts have dropped below 1
million a year. Moreover, the prospect for

reversal of the trend Is far from encouraging.
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“The Natlonal Assoclation of Home Bulld-
ers blames the housing lag on tight money..
And there are no indications yet that the
Federal Reserve plans to lighten its money-
market restraints.”

[From Washington Calling of July 1957]
OREGON’S URGENT NEED: PAYROLLS AND JOBS
(By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)

My malil, my personal contacts with people
from home, the statistics cascading across
my desk—all demonstrate one thing: Ore-
gon desperately requires year-round payrolls
for an economic revival.

That is why I have introduced an amend-
ment to the Bonneville preference clause
to make possible a higher priority for in-
dustrial uses of power. My amendment
would assure the Oregon State Power Agency
(if created by the voters next year) of low=
cost emergy on a preference basis, which
could be offered to attract industrial cus-
tomers to Oregon. Another objective stated
in my amendment is to maintain fair geo-
graphic distribution of Columbia River kilo=
watts. This would enable Oregon to com-=-
pete for manufacturing power loads with
States which might otherwise receive a dis-
proportionately large share of BPA power.

Of course, the success of any such pro-
posal is dependent upon an adequate power
supply. We must try to recover from the
3-year delay caused at John Day Dam by the
ill-fated partnership scheme. We must try
to recover from the administration’s aban-
donment of the high dam at Hells Canyon.
We must try to recover from the inability
to reach an agreement with Canada for bene-
ficlal storage on the upper Columbia. One
group of politically and selfishly motivated
people caused all this loss of precious time.

Power for industry is my purpose. If given
a choice, I believe it is less important to use
low-cost kilowatts for roasting turkeys and
lighting TV sets than it is to use them for
Jobs, so that Oregon families can buy turkeys
and TV sets. When a great ceremony was
held recently to herald the coming of St.
Lawrence Seaway power to the major indus-
trial State of this Nation, Robert Moses,
of the New York Power Authority, said that
it is “the primary function of power to at-
tract industry and that, in the truest sense,
is the way to benefit the family as the indi-
vidual consumer.”

[From Washington Calling of
September 1957)
Way Harp MoNEY Is A Harp PoLiCcY
(By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)

Many of our readers ask why high inter-
est rates are so burdensome. An example
will explain vividly why the economic poli-
cles of this administration prove adverse for
the average family.

The cost of borrowing $15,000 at 5 percent
interest, on a typical home mortgage, is
$8,760! Thus the home buyer pays a total of
$23,760—yet only 64 percent of his money
goes for lumber or bricks or labor or plaster-
ing or light fixtures or the lot on which the
dwelling stands. More than 36 percent of
his total expenditure has been the fee paid
for the advance use of $15,000. That is why
every hike in the prevailing rate of interest
saddles the home buying family with higher
costs, just like the old man of the sea
welghed down the shoulders of poor Sinbad
the Sallor.

[From Washington Calling of
January 1958]
WHAT'S HAPPENING TO OREGON?
(By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)
The condition of a State’s unemployment

reserves tells a good deal about a State's
payrolls and economic health. Here 1s what




has been happening to the reserve funds In
the Oregon State Unemployment Compensa-

tion Commission treasury since the White
House changed hands b years ago:

Million
1952_ — $76.9
1853 72.8
1954 61.2
1956_ i 55.8
I s e e o o e s 53.9
Vi |y el S, G SRRt B a e r T e 46.1

What lies ahead?

———

[From Washington Calling of
February 1958]

THE TRUTH ABOUT OREGON'S RECESSION
(By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)

Several Oregon bankers and business lead-
ers, more interested in polities than in
business, have tried to make partisan capital
out of the current unemployment crisis.
Happily, not all bankers are in this sorry
category. These are the opening paragraphs
in & story in the Oregon Statesman of
January 8:

“A slowdown in home construction in the
United States caused mainly by tight money
was blamed yesterday for bringing on Ore=
gon’s economic slump. H. M. Phillips, vice
president and investment director of the
First National Bank of Portland, spoke to
members of Salem Kiwanis Club on Oregon—
Today and Tomorrow.

“‘Home construction accounts for three-
quarters of Oregon’s lumber cutput and less
construction means less lumber sold,’ he said.
‘National flscal policy, as expressed by the
Federal Reserve System, and the high debt
level have tightened credit and made home
financing more difficult and more unattrac-
tive to investors,’ he said.”

We congratulate Mr. H. M. Phillips upon
being one Oregon banker who has the candor
to talk economics instead of politics, in
analyzing what has happened to our State.

[From Washington Calling of February 1958]
GovERNOR Mirrs anDp HiGH INTEREST RATES
(By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)

‘When former Portland banker Abbot L.
Mills came up for reappointment to the
Federal Reserve Board, I felt I should ask
him about the disastrous impact of tight
money on the economy of the State where
both he and I were born and raised. After
all, Mr. Mills is the only person from the
Western district of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem among the Governors of the Board, and
it is in this district where much of the
economic misery has been concentrated, In
December, Oregon topped the Nation in its
tnemployment rate, Montana was next and
Washington State third.

Because Governor Mills is a member of
the Board’s committee specializing in eco-
nomic growth and stability, I asked him if
he thought the high interest rates decreed
by the Board had contributed to the growth
and stability of Oregon. Governor Mills
conceded that our home State was suffering
from adverse conditions, but he said he was
on the Board as a national member and not
from any one region. He also defended the
Board's tight-money program as essential
to controlling inflation.

However, Senator Dovcras, of Illinois, and
Proxmire, of Wisconsin, emphasized to Gov-
ernor Mills that inflation had not been con-
trolled. They cited the fact that prices had
continued to soar during the regime of high
interest rates, and that the price rise ac-
tually had been the steepest in our peace-
time history. Although not entirely satis-
fied with some of Governor Mills’ replies, I
made no effort to block his confirmation by
the Senate because I regard him as a man
of integrity and good character, I think the
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weapon of rejecting a nominee should not be
used recklessly or indiscriminately.

Yet high interest rates are not to be taken
with Indifference. Of every #1 which each
of us will pay in Federal taxes this year, 11
cents will go to meet interest on the na-
tional debt. You have heard President
Eisenhower and his advisors complaining
about sums spent on veterans' benefits, on
social-welfare programs, on farm bounties.
Yet the Treasury’s interest bill is $2.9 billion
more than that expended for veterans' wel-
fare, $3.3 billlon more than the cost cf all
farm programs, and over double the bud-
geted sums for all labor and welfare pro-
grams, even including those on medical re-
search and the country’'s health. Interest
cost on the national debt has risen $1.2 bil-
lion since 19563. Thus, a smaller part of each
tax dollar goes to pay for actual Government
service; a larger part to those who lend
money to the Government through bonds
and notes. That's what tight money means
to taxpayers—Iless service, higher cost.
[From Washington Calling of January 13,

1957]

As AwoTHER YEAR DAWNS FOR THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA

(By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)

These are some of the fundamental issues
which must be faced by the administration
and Congress during 1858:

1. How to restore the prestige and influence
of the United States throughout the world.

2. How to bring back full employment in
the United States and particularly in the
Pacific Northwest, the hardest-hit region of
all economically.

3. How to make available to American
gchools and colleges some fair and reasonable
measure of financial assistance and encour-
agement from the Federal Government.

4, How to prevent the waste and dissipa-
tion of America's natural resources, now tak-
ing place at a fearful rate.

5. How to strengthen social security so
that men and women in their later years are
liberated from constant financlal pressure,
especlally with respect to hospital bills,

6. How to plug such tax loopholes as the
271, percent depletion allowance, by which
vast oll empires are allowed to pay a lower
rate of taxation than the humblest wage
earner.

7. How to end the Republican-fostered
imbalance in our economy, under which farm
income has dropped 17 percent during the
past 5 years while banking profits have soared
nearly 26 percent.

8. How to bring about full granting of
civil rights for our colored citizens in all 48
States of the Unlon.

9. How to extend reciprocal trade, which
is one of the best hopes for continued exist-
ence of a Free World alliance—an alliance
now torn by many stresses and strains.

10. How to provide more Government sup-
port for basic medical research, which might
lead to an answer to the terrible riddle of
cancer and other grim diseases plaguing the
human race all over the globe.

The second session of the 85th Congress
will not begin to solve all these pressing prob-
lems; nor will the Eisenhower administra-
tion, which has demonstrated an alarming
lack of leadership and vision. But if even
a start is made in the right direction, there
will be some hope for the future.

[From Washington Calling of November 25,
1957]

Wio EiLiEp Cock ROBIN?
(By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)

On November 16, when the GOP admin-
istration at last moved reluctantly to relax
slightly the pinch of tight money, the Ore-
gonian declared editorially: “The wood prod-
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ucts industry of the Northwest is a prime
example of an industry depressed by a bulld-
ing slowdown caused by high interest and
diminished credit.”

Of course, the Oregonian is 100 percent
correct in this statement. And is this not
exactly and precisely what we have been
contending in Washington Calling over the
past 215, years? Yet how many local Re-
publican politicians in Oregon have been
filling the press and the air with cries that
the Iumber recession was due not to tight
money but to Oregon's need for a sales tax?

Perhaps the flat statement by the Ore-
gonian that high interest and diminished
credit are at the root of lumber's difficul-
ties may finally silence these people. After
all, northern California and Washington
State have shared in the lumber adversity,
and they are areas which have been under
sales-tax systems for a long time.

This is not to claim that Oregon's present
State tax system is perfect—far from it.
But it is not the tax system which has our
State flat on its back economieally today.
It is (1) tight money and (2) no more low-
cost Bonneville power. And both policles
stem straight from the GOP national ad-
ministration and no place else,

[From Washington Calling of January 20,
1958}

THE GriM ECONOMIC DECLINE IN OREGON
(By Richard and Maurine Neuberger)

As Maurine and I traveled through Ore-
gon this fall, we knew we were residents of a
State in erisis. We talked with families out
of work, with county officials worrying about
rising welfare costs, with lumber operators
who had shut their mills, with retailers un-
able to move their merchandise, with phone-
company executives preoccupied with rip-
ping out present connections rather than in-
stalling new ones.

And, everywhere, people asked us: “Why
has this happened?”

Oregon, alas, is virtually a one-industry
State. That industry is lumber. It relies
mainly on housing to sell its product. When
housing is up, lumber 1s up—and vice versa.
Today housing is down. The tight-money
policy of the present administration has
choked it. When Mr. Truman left the
White House, the prevailing total inferest
bill on a $15,000 home was $10,400; now
it is $15616 or more than the actual cost
of the dwelling itself.

On January 6 the New York Times pub-
lished its authoritative National Economiec
Review, awaited eagerly by business leaders
throughout the world. Here is what it said
of the year 1957: “For the first time since
1940, fewer than 1 million privately built
dwelling units were started. About 975~
000 starts were recorded, well below the
1,093,000 private starts in 1956 and the 1,-
852,000 private starts in the peak year of
1950."

Oregon has been hardest hit of Pacific
seaboard States because it is most dependent
on lumber. But not Oregon alone is caught,
despite the shabby effort of some Portland
bankers and realtors to make a political is-
sue of their fellow citizens’ economic dis-
tress. The Times headline in the National
Economic Review ran: “West Coast Stum-
bles After a Long Advance—Aircraft Suffer—
Northwest Injured by Lumber Cutback.”

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank my dis-
tinguished friend from Oklahoma for
yielding me the time to make these brief
remarks in support of his amendment.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon for his
very clear portrayal of what the tight
money policy has done to one of the
great areas of the Nation.
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Mr. President, how much time remains
to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.: The Sen~
ator from Oklahoma has 15 minutes.

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield 10 minutes
to the distinguished junior Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, no one
could have heard the debate on the
amendment of the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma during the course of the
day without being not only instructed,
but also entertained. It is rare that
such undiluted partisanship has flowed
across the aisle, at least in my brief
tenure as a Senator.

Mr. President, I address myself to the
purpose of the amendment, and shall
discuss whether, if it be adopted, it will
result in the building of more or fewer
houses for veterans. I am confident
that my good friends on the opposite
side of the aisle are just as much inter-
ested in having more houses built as a
result of the bill as I am as my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle are.
There can be no partisanship about that.

I think the fact that the bill was re-
ported to the Senate with such strong
support on both sides of the aisle, with
respect to almost all its features, indi-
cates that the Senate as a whole is quite
prepared to rise above partisanship in
connection with the proposed legislation.

Very briefly, I shall state why, in my
judgment, the adoption of the amend-
ment sponsored by the Senator from
Oklahoma will result in the building of
more houses at an earlier time than if
the amendment shall be defeated. I
think we can all agree—at least, I hope
we can—that in the United States we do
not have a free money market, but an
administered money market. The Fed-
eral Reserve Board was established for
the specific purpose of administering
the money market in the interest of the
overall economy. I, for one, have no
strong criticism of the Federal Reserve
Board, or its distinguished Chairman,
Mr. Martin, who I think, on the whole,
has done an excellent job.

But there is another phase of the ad-
ministration of the money market. Be=-
cause of the large accumulations of cap-
ital which are controlled by small groups
of individuals and corporations—as in
the steel industry and in the automobile
industry—there can be a long lag be-
tween a diminution of demand and a
decrease in prices. So, in the money
market, too, particularly in the mortgage
money market, a similar situation will
oceur.

Mr. President, I believe we have only
to look at the record to see that the
interest rate has come down in the most
extraordinary and rapid way.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the Recorp, as a
part of my remarks, an article entitled
“Treasury Bills Sold at 1.532 Percent
Yield, Up From Last Week’s Rate,”
which was published in the Wall Street
Journal on yesterday. I also ask unani-
mous consent to have printed at this
point in the REcorp a table showing the
interest rate on Treasury bills during
the last 5 months,
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There being no objection, the article
and table were ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

BoNp MARKETS—TREASURY BILLS SoLD AT
1.632-PERCENT Y1ELD, UP FrROM LAST WEEK'S
RATE
WasHNGToN.—The Treasury's short-term

costs for the second week in a row
edged up from their 3-year low.

The latest issue of 91-day bills was sold
for a price equivalent to an average yleld of
1.632 percent. Last week, a similar issue
drew a rate of 1.3561 percent, which was up
from the 3-year low of 1.202 percent an-
nounced February 24.

Department experts saw nothing unusual
in the rise. They noted corporations are get-
ting ready to pay their taxes, due March 15,
and apparently did not buy many bills this
week.

Accepted bids on the latest issue ranged
from a high of 90.660 (1.345 percent), to a
low of 99.609 (1.547 percent), and an average
price of 996.613 (1.532 percent). Of the
amount bid for at the low price, 3 percent
was accepted, the Treasury said.

Applications for the issue aggregated $2,-
436,867,000. The Treasury accepted $1,700,~
377,000, including $312,155,000 offered on a
noncompetitive basis and accepted in full at
the average price.

These bills are dated March 13, and mature
June 12,

—_—

Interest rate—3-month Treasury bills

1956 Percent
October. 3.501
November. 5 3.337
December o 3.102

1957:

January. 2.598
February. 1.812
Current -== 1,082

Source: Council of Economic Advisers.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, this table
reveals that the interest rate on Treas-
ury bills declined from a high in October
of 3.591 to a rate, this week, of 1.532
percent. This is the most precipitous
decline in interest rates in the history
of the Nation.

Comparably, Mr. President, the rate
of yield of United States Government
taxable bonds, on high-grade munici-
pals, on corporate AAA bonds, on corpo-
rate BBB bonds has also declined. But
the mortgage market is lagging behind,
and it is doing so because a relatively
small number of mortgage lenders are
able to hold up the interest rate long
after the general money market has
loosened.

Now we come to the key question in
this debate: Will holding the VA hous-
ing interest rate at 4145 percent help
break the logjam, the capital strike in
the mortgage market, and thereby bring
down the interest rates on mortgages
quicker; or, as my friends, the Senator
from Connecticut and the Senator from
Indiana, contend, will the result be that
no mortgages at all will be sold, because
the interest rate will be too low?

Mr. MONRONEY, Mr, President, will
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield
to me?

Mr. CLARK. I am glad to yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. Does what the
Senator from Pennsylvania has said il-
lustrate the wisdom of the theory of
throwing the baby off the sleigh, to the
wolves? Or if the baby is thrown to the
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wolves, will the result merely be that
the wolves will return, all the hungrier?

Mr., CLAREK. Certainly the latter is
the case; and I thank the Senator from
Oklahoma for his contribution to the
debate.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield to
me?

Mr. CLARK. I am glad to yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
point made by the Senator from Penn-
sylvania is the key point or question in
the debate.

The members of the minority have
ignored the point that time is all im-
portant in connection with keeping down
the interest rates,

In that connection, I shall refer to
testimony which was taken last week.

John C. Williamson, director of the
National Association of Real Estate
Boards, stated—page 89—that—

Realtors throughout the United States are
reporting a marked easing of the residential
mortgage market for FHA insured mort-
gages.

Mr. Robert E. Scott, president of the
R. E. Scott Mortgage Co., reported—page
90:

Savings and commercial banks, life com=-
panies, savings and loans and mortgage
companies all competlng aggresaively for
mortgage loans on residential properties in
New Jersey. Supply of money substantially
exceeds demand as result, interest rates on
conventional loans discounts on FHA-VA
loans have been steadily dropping for 3
months,

Mr, Danie Brown, of Alberquerque,
N. Mex., reported:

Residential mortgage money completely
adequate in this area.

Mr. George J. Pipe, of Detroit, Mich.,
stated:

Investment funds here are seeking mort-
gage loans,

Others in other sections of the country
report the same easing of the mortgage
market. Surely now would be a poor
time to raise interest rates.

I should also like to point out that the
Administrator of FNMA, Mr, Baughman,
said:

Under our secondary market operations,
since the market has changed in the last few
months—in fact, within the last 4 or 6
weeks—we are now selling mortgages. At the
present time we have approximately $70 mil-
lion under contract for sale.

The point is that within a few more
weeks the interest rate will come down,
unless the Senate acts to peg the interest
rate and keep it high.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. President, I should like fo add a
reference to an article entitled “New
3 Percent Treasury Bonds To Raise
$1,250,000,000 Oversubscribed Fivefold,”
which was published in the Wall Street
Journal of March 5, 1958. I ask unani-
mous consent to have the article printed
at this point in the REcorp, as a part of
my remarks.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered fo be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

NEw 8 PERCENT TREASURY BonNDs To RAISE
$1,250,000,000 OVERSUBSCRIBED FIVEFOLD

WasHINGTON —The Treasury’'s offer of a
new 3-percent bond to raise $1,250,000,000 in
cash was oversubscribed by more than five
times, the Department reported.

Subscriptions for the 8-year, 5l4-month
bond totaled $8,715,000,000, according to re-
ports thus far from Federal Reserve banks.

Treasury officials were pleased with the
outcome of the financing. Earlier, the De-
partment sald it expected the bond to be
particularly attractive to banks. Officials

‘sald the preliminary figures on the results
indlcated that roughly half of the subsecrip-
tions came from banks.

The bond was offered publicly last Friday,
the day after a one-half percentage point
cut-in Federal Reserve member bank reserve
requirements took effect for the biggest
banks. The Federal Reserve Board, in an-
nouncing the cut in the percentage of their
demand deposits banks would be required to
keep on reserve, sald this move would free
some $500 million directly, which would be a
potential increase of $3 billion in the bank’s
lending power as the released reserve dollars
made their way through the banking system.

One requirement in the offering, put in to
curb possible speculation, was that non-
bank subscribers put on deposit 15 percent
of their subscriptions. Treasury officials
said it was too early to tell for sure, but
believed this helped curb any speculation in
the issue.

The Treasury announced a 20-percent al-
lotment on subscriptions in excess of $10,000
with subsecriptions for $10,000 or less to be
allotted in full, Subscriptions for more than
$10,000 will be allotted not less than that
amount,

In addition to the amount allotted to the
public, the Department sald, $100 million
of the bonds will be allotted to Government
investment accounts. Full details of the al-
lotments and subscriptions will be an-
nounced when final reports are received from
the banks, the Treasury said.

The Department is expected to go into the
money market again next month for a sub-
stantial amount of cash, perhaps $3 billion
to $4 billion,

Mr. CLAREK., Mr. President, what
does the article mean? It means that
at a 3 percent rate of interest, those
who had $6,715,000,000 of private funds
were ready to buy Federal bonds at 3
percent. But only $1,250,000,000 of them
were expected to be sold. In other
words, the issue was oversubscribed five-
fold. Thus, at the 3 percent rate of to-
day, the private money market had ready
for investment $5,465,000,000 more than
had been anticipated.

Again I point out that the question
may be one of judgment. However, my
judgment causes me to believe that in
view of all the money in the market,
seeking investment, and with the FNMA
selling its mortgages so quickly, ade-
quate mortgage money is available, and
that it will be available at the present rate
of interest; and soon the termination of
discount controls, which this bill re~
quires—which I regret—will result in a
little flexibility to tide us over for a few
weeks, if that is needed.

One of the best reasons for supporting
the amendment of the Senator from
Oklahoma is that it will get into the mar-
ket more loans and better loans than
would be the case if the interest rate
were increased or raised.
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For that reason—not because of any
philosophical position as to whether the
Republicans were correct in regard to
the tight-money, high-interest-rate is-
sue, but because I believe that if the in-
terest rate is pegged where it is today,
more houses will be built for the people
who need them, whereas fewer houses
would be built if the interest rates were
increased in the way our Republican
friends would like fo see them increase—
I shall support the amendment of the
Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am go-
ing to discuss a subject of special inter-
est to my State—the housing industry.
In my request last night and again now
I join my colleague [Mr. NEUBERGER] in
opposition to increased interest rates.
The health of Oregon’s economy depends
to a great extent upon the vitality of
home construction. When housing is in
a slump, as it has been for the past sev-
eral years, Oregon is in a slump.

The housing industry is to Oregon
what the antomobile industry is to Mich-
igan, what the steel industry is to Penn-
sylvania, and what the citrus fruit in-
dustry is to Florida.

A sick housing industry not only
affects these families in Oregon who wish
to buy a home, but it affects most all
Oregon citizens as well, due fo the major
role that the lumber industry plays in
our State's economy.

I do not have to tell the people of Ore-
gon how serious the present situation is.
Our State is suffering more than most.
It was bad enough when we had to cope
with a sagging housing industry, but now
that it is coupled with the sharp down-
turn in the whole economy, the position
of Oregon is made even worse,

The Labor Department reports that
last year private housing starts totaled
less than 1 million for the first time
since 1949. This was a drop of 10 per=
cent from 1956 and a drop of 24 percent
from 19556. Within 2 years, in other
words, private housing starts fell from
1,300,000 fo 990,000. Is it any wonder
that the economy of our State has
suffered so greatly?

The question naturally comes to mind
of why there should be such a drastic
decline in home construction. There
are millions of families who want and
need homes. The population is steadily
rising, Many large families have out-
grown their present dwellings. And yet,
fewer and fewer homes are being built.

The answer is really quite simple. It
can be given in two words—‘tight
money.” I have spoken fo you many
times these last 5 years on the dangers
to the economy in the tight-money pol-
icies of this administration. As long
ago as February of 1953, only a few days
after it took office, I spoke out against
its announced fiscal policies because they
were designed to make credit harder to
obtain and to raise interest rates. I
warned then that such policies were not
in the best interest of the counfry and
that their ultimate effect would be to
hold back its economic growth. And
that is just what has happened.
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The tight-money policies have jeop-
ardized small business by making it ever
more difficult for independent business-
men to obtain the credit they need to
grow. They have given big business
even a greater advantage over small
competitors. This has been reflected in
record profits for big business at a time
when small business has seen its profits
shrink. Tight money has resulted in
the largest rate of business failures in
18 years. And no segment of business
has been harder hit by tight money than
the home-construction industry.

As a result of these policies, the inter-
est payments of business, consumers,
home buyers, and local, State, and Fed-
eral Government have increased by $11
billions in 5 years’ time—an increase of
58 percent.

And who has benefited? The bankers,
of course. This past year bank profits
after taxes totaled $1,169,000,000. No
wonder the bankers support this admin-
istration. It has given them a 41-per-
cent rise in profits in 5 years, and that is
not bad by anyone’s standards.

With interest rates soaring, the banks
and other lending institutions lost inter-
est in making housing loans. FHA and
GI home loans fell off sharply as interest
rates rose to new heights. There were
too many other more profitable places
to invest money at higher rates of re-
turn. As a result, hundreds of thousands
of American families of modest means
simply could not obtain GI and FHA
home loans. Unless a family could make
a downpayment of several thousands of
dollars, it could not even obtain a con-
ventional loan. This meant that many
potential buyers had to give up their
dream of a new home, In the past 2
years, FHA home loans have fallen by
39 percent and GI loans by 67 percent.
Is it any wonder that the housing in-
dustry is in trouble?

But despite the chaos in the housing
industry and the national disgrace of
not having a construction program to
meet the growing needs of our people,
what did the administration offer as a
solution? It offered just what the
bankers wanted—higher interest rates.
This was the administration’s answer to
the housing crisis. Remove the interest-
rate ceiling on GI loans so that money
lenders can charge veterans a higher rate
of interest; raise the interest rates on
FHA loans for military, rental, and co-
operative housing; and kill the GI loan
program, despite the fact that some 9
million veterans have not yet used their
GI benefits. That was the administra-
tion proposal.

' I call it interest-rate leapfrog. It is
a very neat frick to further line the
pockets of financial institutions. But it
is not the right answer—either economi-
cally or morally—to provide decent hous-
ing for the American people.

This housing bill is vital to the con-
struction industry of our country. It is
a housing bill designed to build an addi-
tional 200,000 private homes this very
year. I would like to describe briefly the
provisions of this housing bill.

First, the Senate bill overrides the ob-
jections of the administration, and ex-
tends GI mortgage guaranty and di-
rect-loan program for another 2 years.
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I strongly favored this extension, as the
GI home-loan program has been a main
bulwark of the housing industry.

The Senate bill also reduces the down-
payment requirements on FHA-backed
home loans. It provides an extra $300
million for direct loans to veterans and
$50 million for military housing. It
creates in the Federal National Mortgage
Association a new special assistance fund
of $1 billion to buy FHA- and GI-backed
mortgages which will release additional
private funds for making FHA and GI
loans.

This housing bill will put new life into
the housing industry. It will be a shot
in the arm for our State's economy and
for the lumber industry, in particular.
As would be expected, the administration
opposed the bill on the ground that we
do not need it. Another example of its
stand-pat thinking.

I am joining with the able Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. MoNRrRONEY], and
with several other Senators in opposing
a section of the hill as reported out of
committee which would raise GI interest
rates from 4% to 434 percent, and also
raise from 4 to 415 percent the interest
rate on FHA-insured and Government-
guaranteed mortgages on military hous-
ing. It is my position that at the very
time when interest rates are finally
dropping, it would be inexcusable for the
Senate to boost them again and thereby
hand over to the moneylenders addi-
tional millions in interest from veferans
and military personnel. Raising interest
rates would simply mean that more of a
veteran’s monthly mortgage payments
would go for interest and less into the
house itself, Perhaps he would buy a
smaller house, or none at all.

There are over 9 million World War IT
veterans who have not yet exercised
their entitlement to obtain a home
through the medium of VA home mort-
gage financing. If only 2 million of
them exercise their right, the committee
bill would extract an additional $600
million in interest costs alone from these
veterans, That is why I oppose increas-
ing interest rates.

Amazing as it may seem, a rise in the
interest rate of only one-fourth per-
cent on an average-sized GI mortgage
that is paid off in the average time of
12152 years means an additional $300 in
interest payments alone. So when we
talk about one-fourth percent rise in
interest rates we are not talking about
pennies or about peanuts. This is the
reason why the administration is so in-
sistent on boosting the GI interest rates.
It knows what this means in cold, hard
cash to its loyal banker allies who will
reap the benefits.

In conclusion, I want to say again that
this housing measure is a major step to
end the recession. And in particular, for
our State of Oregon it will serve as a
prompt boost to the construction indus-
try and to our lumber industry.

It is but the first of many steps which
Congress must take to end the recession
that has resulted from the administra-
tion’s sorry fiscal and monetary policies.
It is quite apparent that the administra-
tion itself is not going to take the kind
of bold and imaginative action needed
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to stem the business decline. The ad-
ministration has had its chance to act
and has not done so. Ceongress must not
sit by and wait for the President to act.
Americans cannot afford at this crucial
time in history to suffer another depres-
sion.

Mr. President, I hope the Monroney
amendment will be agreed to, and that
the Senate will keep faith with the GI's
and the military personnel, because I be-
lieve that any increase in the interest
rates at this time of spreading depression
would be unjustified.

Mr. MONRONEY, I deeply appreci-
ate the splendid speech made by the
Senator from Oregon, and I also appre-
ciate the speech he made last night. He
has done much to help us in our effort.

Mr. President, I yield the remainder
of my time, which is 3 minutes, to the
Senator from Wisconsin, who is also a
cosponsor of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr., President, I
should like to point out that one of the
greatest puzzles for the American people
these days is how in the world prices
can be rising when unemployment is in-
creasing and profits are dropping off.
Action by the commiitee providing for
an inerease in interest rates, it seems to
me, provides a large part of the answer.

The action of the committee will re-
sult in an increased cost of $730 on a
$13,600 mortgage, over a 30-year period.
That money will have to come out of the
pocket of a veteran and go into the
pocket of a moneylender. It will not
contribute to bolstering the economy at
all. It will increase prices without put-
ting people to work., In fact, in doing
80, it will discourage employment and in-
crease unemployment,

I simply say, in conclusion, that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] made
an excellent statement on the bill. He
discussed the issues in the bill. I think
it should be made clear to the Senate,
however, that there is involved a matiter
of timing, as the Senafor from Okla-
homa pointed out. As he indicated on
the charts, interest rates have dropped
more in the last few weeks than at any
other time in history, and it is frue that
VA rates are bound to follow. It makes
no sense for the Senate at this time, of
all times, to increase interest rates.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from Con-
necticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I have al-
ready expressed myself on the bill at
some length. My good friends, both
Senators from Oklahoma, have given us
an opportunify to develop our views; but
I wish to make a few remarks on my
own time.

I oppose very strongly the amendment
offered by the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. I oppose it for
various reasons, but particularly because
I think it carries with it the danger of an
inflationary potential,
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In the bill as reported by the committee
there is created an opportunity to pro-
vide veterans and other citizens with
housing, to stimulate the economy, and
to create jobs by the building of homes,
all by the use of private funds, the owners
of which, as the Senator from Utah [Mr.
BennETT] said, are ready, willing, and
able to have them used in this fleld.

The Monroney amendment, in con-
trast, may well force an outlay of public
funds, running up to $2 billion, because
the Monroney amendment provides a
pipeline for $2 billion from the Treasury
of the United States.

‘We are very much concerned about un-
employment. We are considering many
steps to create jobs. However, in at-
tempts to combat unemployment, we
must be careful not to create a danger-
ous, runaway inflationary situation, for
which measures such as the Monroney
amendment certainly will provide fuel.

The amendment seeks to strike out a
section of the bill which resulted from a
compromise sponsored by the distin-
guished Senator from Virginia [Mr.
RoserTson]. I should like to quote what
the Senator from Virginia had to say
about the danger of inflation before the
Commiftee on Banking and Currency,
and I now read from page 23 of the
hearings on the bill;

I will not say who is trying to get to bat
first to relieve this recession, but I remember
the race between the Robert E. Lee and the
Whippoorwill. The Whippoorwill, you re=
member, blew up.

And the widow of the fireman of the
Whippoorwill called her seven children to-
gether and sald, “Children, one thing sure;
your next daddy is going to be a railroad
man."

What blew the Whippoorwill up was too
much fat pine put under the bollers, and it
Just could not take the steam pressure,

All of us want to do something about this
recession because unemployment, much of
it seasonal, is reaching serious proportions,
4.5 million. Everybody has some fat pine to
put under the boiler.

We are going to put $2 billlon of fat pine
in the defense program; the revenue is going
to be $2 billion less than anticipated. That
is 84 billlon right there. This bill will add
$2 billion of borrowing power for FNMA
against the Treasury. There is $6 billion.
The morning paper says that lican
leaders say that a tax-cut bill is inevitable,
and all estimates are that it will not be less
than $5 billion. That is #11 billion of fat
pine going to be put under the boller.

I say: Let us do something about it, but
let us not blow the boiler up.

In opposing the Monroney amend-
ment I think we are taking steps to
keep the boiler from blowing up, as well
as steps to help provide veterans with
housing, and in that way create jobs
in the housing industry and in the man-
gf?gtuﬂng industries which supply that

eld.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Connecticut has
expired.

Mr., KENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 5 additional minutes to the Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr, BUSH, Mr. President, the bill re-
ported by the committee does not in-
crease interest rates. It merely raises
an artificially low ceiling placed on VA
loan rates, a ceiling which Las dried
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up funds and prevented thousands of
veterans from taking advantage of this
program, _

That is why the American Legion sup-
ports a loosening of interest rates. That
is why it is for the committee bill and
is opposed to the Monroney amendment.
The bill would permit greater flexibility
in rates, and allow interest rates to drop
when funds are plentiful and to rise
moderately as mortgage money becomes
scarcer.

It has been argued that the 415-per-
cent rate on VA loans should remain
unchanged because interest rates are
now declining. The fact is that interest
rates on mortgages lag behind other in-
terest rates.

If it is desired that more houses be
built and that more jobs be created, the
committee bill should be supported, and
the Monroney amendment should be re-
Jjected.

I think the issue is very simple: Do
we want to invite our savings institu-
tions and private enterprise to continue
to support the VA mortgage program
and expand loans for that program or
do we want to force taxpayers to pay
for it by having the United States Treas-
ury bear the cost, which I believe would
be the effect of the Monroney amend-
ment?

Mr. President, in closing I may say
that my friends on the other side of the
aisle have made a great point about the
question of interest rates, and have
taken a great many slaps at the admin-
jstration and at the Federal Reserve
Board. I repeat my challenge. If they
are sincere in a desire to do something
about the matter, the way to do it is to
introduce a bill to amend the Federal
Reserve Act. If they really mean bus-
jness they ecan do that. If they come
forward with that kind of a proposal, I
predict they will receive a very cold re=-
ception.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time allotted to the Senator from Okla-
homa has expired.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield the Senator from Oklahoma
1 minute on the bill.

Mr. MONRONEY. In answer to the
statement of the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut that the American Le-
gion has come out in favor of higher
interest rates for GI housing, I am sure
the Senator is aware that the Veterans
of Foreign Wars and the AMVETS have
come out against an interest-rate in-
crease.

I should like to say there is no pipe-
line into the United States Treasury on
an FNMA operation. It is the most se-
cure investment one can make when one
buys mortgages insured by the Federal
Government.

I say to Senators that any idea this
bill will not raise interest rates is a
complete fallacy and wishful thinking,
because every time we grant the right
to raise interest rates they are raised.
The bill as reported would increase the
rates by one-half of 1 percent, or would
provide a 16 percent increase in the
interest on Capehart housing, which is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

as secure as a Government bond. It
would increase the rate on GI housing,
so that the total increase over the period
of the 30 years of the anticipated sales
would be $775 million, simply because we
are so afraid that the private lenders
will not buy mortgages, which they were
buying at the old rate.

Mr. President, I ask Senators to sup-
port the amendment.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, communicated to the
Senate the intelligence of the death of
Hon. JoEN J. DeEmpsEY, late a Repre-
sentative from the State of New Mexico,
and transmitted the resolutions of the
House thereon.

ACCELERATION OF CIVIL CON-~-
STRUCTION PROGRAMS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, earlier in the day we entered into
an agreement to call up for consideration
at any time during the debate Senate
Concurrent Resolution 68. I ask unani-
mous consent that the unfinished busi-
ness be temporarily laid aside and that
the Senate proceed to the consideration
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 68.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Crark in the chair). The concurrent
resolution will be read by title for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The CuieFr CLERK. A resolution (S.
Con. Res. 68) favoring the acceleration
of civil construction programs for which
appropriations have been made.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas?

There being no objection, the Senate

proceeded to consider the concurrent res-.

olution, which had been reported from
the Committee on Public Works with
amendments, on page 1, line 2, after the
word “substantial”, to strike out “and
growing”; in line 3, after the word
“since”, to strike out “many” and insert
“some”; in line 4, after the word “are”, to
strike out “either”; in line 5, after the
word “idle”, to strike out “or” and in-
sert “and many are”, and in the same
line, after the word “partially”, to strike
out “occupied” and insert “utilized”;
at the beginning of line 6, to strike out
“there is a clear danger involved in";
in line 7, after the word “unchecked”, to
strike out “until it becomes unmanage-
able and unresponsive to even a maxi-
mum effort” and insert “makes it less
responsive’”; on page 2, line 1, after the
word “to”, to strike out “take”; and after
line 13, toinsert:

The Congress commends the President and
the executive agencies for such action as they
have taken to accelerate these programs,

So as to make the concurrent resolu-
tion read: !

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That since there is
substantial unemployment in many areas of
the country; since some of the productive fa-
cllities of our economy are idle and many are
only partially utilized; since permitting an
economic downturn to continue unchecked
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makes It less responsive to corrective action;
and since there are many authorized and
urgently needed civil construction projects
for which substantial appropriations have al-
ready been mrade;

It is hereby declared to be the sense of the
Congress that all such construction pro-
grams for which funds have been appro-
priated should be accelerated to the greatest
practicable extent so as to achieve the de-
sirable objectives of reducing unemploy-
ment, putting our productive facilitles to
fuller use, and moving forward the date of
completion of these projects which will con-
tribute greatly to enhanced national pro-
ductivity and continued economic growth
and prosperity.

The Congress commends the President and
the executive agencies for such action as they
have taken to accelerate these programs.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
time for consideration of Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 68 and all amendments
thereto be limited to 10 minutes for each
side, to be controlled by the minority
leader and majority leader, respectively.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas? Without objection, it is
s0 ordered.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND, What is the subject
matter?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The con-
current resolution, submitted by the
Senator from Texas and other Senators,
which has now been considered and re-
ported by the Committee on Public
Works, and relates to an acceleration of
civil construction programs for which
appropriations have been made.

Mr. President, I yield myself 5 min-
utes.

Mr. President, the resolution before us
today represents the first step in an
urgently needed program of action,

These are serious days for America.
The headlines shriek the news of 5,200,-
000 American working men and women
who are jobless.

We are not here to indulge in aca-
demic debate as to the future of our
economy. Neither dark forebodings nor
rosy forecasts will put people to work.

The need of the hour is action—and
action is precisely what we hope to ac-
complish with this resolution.

This resolution would express the feel-
ing of Congress that it will support the
administration in speeding up to the
greatest extent practicable the civil
works projects which have already been
authorized and for which funds have
been appropriated.

There is & companion resolution which
I hope will be before us later this week.
It expresses the same Congressional in-
tent with regard to military construc-
tion projects.

Mr. President, this resolution comes
before us with solid and substantial back-
ing.
It bears the names of 66 Senators.

It expresses a philosophy which has
been well stated in a report of the Joint
Congressional Economic Committee.

The President has already acted to
accelerate some projects.

I believe we should make it clear that,
as far as we are concerned, he will have
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our backing in using the fullest resources
of his office to combat the specter of
unemployment.

We all recognize that this resolution is
only the beginning of a beginning,
There is some $4 billion that could be
covered by this resolution, and about $3.1
billion in the companion resolution.

These are the unexpended balances
from appropriations for civil and mili-
tary construction as of January 1, 1958,

But even though it is only a beginning,
we must start somewhere. We cannot
remain indifferent to the shocking news
that came to us yesterday.

This resolution does not involve 1 cent
of new money or one comma of new au-
thority. It merely says that we will take
the projects which we have already ap-
proved, and for which we have already
provided money, and urge that the proj-
ects be constructed a little sooner and the
money spent a little faster.

At this poinf, we do not know just how
many of the projects can be accelerated.
I have been informed that the Army En-
gineers could spend an extra $150 million
by October 1 out of the $1 billion of the
appropriation that they control.

This would mean jobs for 35,000 people.
That might not appear to make a serious
dent in the 5,200,000 unemployed. Buf it
will make an important difference to
35,000 American men and women who
otherwise must depend on unemploy-
ment funds—and perhaps even relief—
for food, clothing, and shelter. But that
example of 35,000 can be multiplied a
number of times.

Furthermore, it would mean orders for
steel, orders for cement, and orders for
all the materials that go into construc-
tion. And one of the greatest pockets
of unemployment is in the steel industry.

Mr. President, I would like to point out
that not only is it good humanity to ac-
celerate these projects at this time, it is
good economic sense. This point was
made—and well made—by the report of
our Joint Economic Committee issued on
February 27. The committee said:

Outlays for development of the Nation's
water resources, including navigation and
flood control, water and soil conservation and
reclamation command a high priority.
These programs have great merit in the pres-
ent circumstances, both for the immediate
employment opportunities they create and
because of their contribution to long-run eco-
nomic development. Simlilarly, expanded
grants to accelerate the Federal-aid highway
program, stepped-up wurban renewal pro-
grams, programs for needed public buildings
such as post offices, the revision of present
public and private housing programs to meet
the accumulated backlog and demands of
our expanding population, and a higher level
of participation by the Federal Government
for additions to the Nation’s school and
health plant would stimulate economic activ-
ity and contribute to long-run growth.

We are proceeding as rapidly as we
can to consider new legislation which
would create jobs. Before this session
has ended, there will he a housing bill,
a road bill, and, I hope, a public works
agency to engage in some long-term
planning and to be ready to go into ac-
tion in the event the situation becomes
worse.

I do not think that the situation will
become worse. I think that Congress
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and the Executive will cooperate to put
our people back on payrolls for produc-
tive work.

But even though I do not expect my
house to burn down, I carry an insur-
ance policy on it. And I count the cost
of the premium as money well spent.

Mr. President, it is time that we face
up to the situation and make the de-
cisions that must be made. Five mil-
lion two hundred thousand men and
women unemployed is not just a figure.
It is a human tragedy to which we
cannot be indifferent.

We have to meet the problem in all
of its aspects,. We must act as soon as
we can to open up new channels of
credit for small business so it can sur-
vive. We must act as quickly as we can
to give our farmers some assurance that
they will not be driven to the wall.

I hope and anticipate that we will
have action on agriculture this week.
I hope and anticipate that we will hold
early hearings on small-business ecredit
and act as quickly as possible,

There have been some who have sug-
gested a tax cut as an antirecession rem=-
edy. The suggestion will, of course, re-
ceive the serious consideration of
serious men.

I have not come to any conclusion
on this question. I do not consider this
a time in which we should be bound by
hard and fast theories nor should we
say that one form of action rules out
another.

There is only one worthwhile objec-
tive which should be firmly before us.
It is to put 5,200,000 men and women
back to work.

These working men and women must
now depend on unemployment compen=
sation. To this they have contributed
out of their wages in more fortunate
days.

But they are rapidly exhausting their
benefits. The fund—unless it is to be-
come a charity proposition—cannot
stand the drain indefinitely.

And when unemployment compensa=
tion is exhausted, proud and upright
American citizens must depend upon
sources of income to which they have
made no contribution.

Mr. President, Americans do not want
something for nothing. America is a
Nation that has achieved strength be-
cause its people are willing and eager to
work.

The projects in this bill would add to
the total wealth of America. We lose
nothing by speeding up the dates upon
which they will be ready. But we gain
something very important and very vi-
tal—inereased self-respect by Americans
who want tc work.

Mr. President, this resolution forth-
rightly commends the President of the
United States for the action he has taken
already. It may be that in the days that
lie ahead he will want to take even more
action. He should not have to hesitate
to determine the Congressional will. It
should be made apparent now and I hope
that my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle will embrace this resolution, sup-
port it, and send it to the House for con-
currence.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas subsequently
said: Mr. Presidenf, I ask unanimous
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consent to have printed in the Recorp,
immediately following my previous
statement on the concurrent resolution,
a letter which I wrote to Secretary of
Defense Neil H. McElroy on February
19, in which I recommended that he
consider “the immediate adoption of a
policy of accelerating the completion
dates of each authorized construction
project in the military establishment
located in areas where there is substan-
tial unemployment.” I also ask unan-
imous consent to have printed at this
point in the Recorp the reply I received
to that letter, the reply being dated
March 6. It was delivered to me on
March 7. The letter is signed by Donald
A. Quarles, Deputy Secretary of Defense.
In the letter Mr. Quarles makes the fol-
lowing significant statement:

I wish to thank you for your recent sug-
gestion that this Department accelerate the
completion dates of authorized construction
projects located in areas where there is sub-
stantial unemployment,

Of course, our overriding aim in manage-
ment of the defense program must be to do
those things that will contribute the most
to our national security. Nevertheless, we
are fully alert to the economic implications
of the program. In this regard, it 1s sig-
nificant that the rate of contract placement
for major procurement and construction
during the last 6 months of the current fis-
cal year will be more than 50 percent greater
than the comparable rate during the first 6
months of the fiscal year,

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

FEBRUARY 19, 1958.
Hon. N H. McELroY, i
Secretary of Defense,
Washington, D, C.

MY DEArR MR. SECRETARY: Upon reflection
and study, I have reached the conclusion
that it is possible to accomplish two very
desirable results by a single action within
the capabilities of the Department of De-
fense. The present economlc recession has
temporarily idled many of our country's
workers and much of its resources.

I should like to recommend for your con=-
sideration the immediate adoption of a pol-
icy of accelerating the completion dates of
each authorized construction project in the
Military Establishment located in areas
where there is substantial unemployment.. I
hope that this suggestion can receive your
immediate consideration and I shall be very
pleased to discuss it with you and to receive
your reactions and comments at any time,

Sincerely,
Lynpon B. JOHNSON.

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, March 6, 1958,
Hon. LYyNvon B. JOHNSON,
United States Senate.

Dear SENaTOR JoHNsoN: I wish to thank
you for your recent suggestion that this De-
partment accelerate the completion dates of
authorized constructlon projects located in
areas where there 1s substantial unem-
ployment.

Of course, our overriding aim in manage-
ment of the defense program must be to do
those things that will contribute the most to
our national security. Nevertheless, we are
fully alert to the economic implications of
the program. In this regard, it is significant
that the rate of contract placement for ma=-
Jor procurement and construction during the
last 68 months of the current fiscal year will
be more than 50 percent greater than the
comparable rate during the first 6 menths of
the fiscal year. This substantial increase
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during the months ahead will unquestion-
ably provide a desirable impetus to the
economy. Moreover, the effect of this in-
crease will extend beyond the end of the cur-
rent fiscal year, as defense contractors trans-
late the Increase in their order backlogs into
procurement from their own subcontractors
and suppliers and into employment of labor.

With reference to your specific suggestion,
we have checked our construction program
and find that there are approximately $450
million of projects currently authorized and
funded which will involve construction
within the labor-market radius of cities that
have been designated as areas of substantial
labor surplus by the Department of Labor.
Construction of these projects is belng initi-
ated as expeditiously as possible, We are
also exploring the feasibility of accelerating
construction projects already under way in
labor surplus areas without increasing the
total cost to the Government,

Sincerely yours,
DonNALD A. QUarLES, Deputy.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. Presi-
dent, I also ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the body of the Recorp,
immediately following my previous re-
marks, a letter which I wrote to the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget,
the Honorable Percival F. Brundage, on
August 30, 1957, and the reply he made to
that letter.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows:

] AveusT 30, 1957,
Hon. PercivaL F. BRUNDAGE,

Director, Bureau of the Budget,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr Mg. BRUNDAGE: I am deeply concerned
about the practice of the Bureau of the
Budget of controlling, through the appor-
tionment procedure, the expenditure of
funds appropriated by the Congress.

Prior to passage of the public-works ap-
propriation bill this year, the Public Works
Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations
Committee heard 1,132 witnesses in 40 ses-
sions. The committee reported a bill that
passed the Benate with only one dissenting
vote. The bill thus may be conservatively
said to represent the will of the Congress.

Yet a letter over your signature to the Sec-
retary of the Army, under date of June 28,
1957, suggests that a portion of the funds ap-
propriated by the Congress for construction
projects by the Corps of Army Engineers will
be placed in budgetary reserve by the Bureau
of the Budget.

The Congress has consistently refused to
grant the President the item veto of appro-
priation bills, The item veto has never been
‘granted to the Bureau of the Budget. But
in the implementation of your letter, referred
to above, the Chief of Engineers has ordered
delays in starting new contracts wherever
possible, and requests for apportionment are
to be held to 756 percent of available funds
or accompanied by a list of deferrable items
that will bring the request down to the level
of 75 percent.

I request a report from you as to the au-
thority by which such action, overriding the
will of Congress, is taken.

I request that in the report you cite the
source of the power you have assumed to
postpone beyond a year a project for which
the first step was being taken.

Sincerely yours,
LywpoN B. JoHNSON.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D. C., September 10, 1958,
Hon. LynponN B. JoHENSON,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.
My DEAR SENATOR JOHNSON: This is in re=
sponse to your letter of August 30, 1957, in
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which you state that you are deeply con-
cerned about the practice of the Bureau of
the Budget controlling, through the appor-
tionment procedure, the expenditure of
funds appropriated by the Congress. You
state that my letter of June 28, 1957, to the
Becretary of the Army suggests that a por-
tion of the funds appropriated for construc-
tion projects of the Corps of Engineers will
be placed in budgetary reserve by the Bureau
of the Budget, and you request a report as to
the authority by which such action is taken.

At the outset, I want to make it clear that
my letter of June 28 did not relate to the
function of the Director of the Bureau of
the Budget to make apportionments and es-
tablish budgetary reserves. As the letter
plainly states, its purpose was to convey to
the agency head the instructions of the
President with regard to actlon to be taken
by the agency head. The opening sentences
of the letter read as follows:

“The President has requested that all
agencies in the executive branch keep the
rates of commitments, obligations, and ex-
penditures for fiscal year 1858 at or below
the level for the fiscal year 1957, to the ex-
tent feasible, and that I inform you of the
necessary procedures for achieving this pur-
pose. This task can best be accomplished
by positive action on the part of each agency
head. The apportionment and allotment
system offers an existing administrative
channel for each agency head to accomplish
these purposes. * * *”

The fiscal situation is such that careful
management will be required—particularly
during the next few months before heavier
tax receipts can be expected—to keep Gov-
ernment borrowings within the statutory
limitation on the national debt. It was for
this reason that the President directed the
issuance of the instructions which were
transmitted to the Secretary of the Army by
my letter of June 28, 1957, and similar in-
structions which I conveyed to the heads of
other major agencies by other letters of the
same date.

As you know, the appropriations to the
Corps of Engineers referred to in your letter
are avallable until expended—that 1is,
amounts which are appropriated for 1 fiscal
year but not obligated or expended in that
fiscal year remain available for obligation
and expenditure in subsequent fiscal years
for the purpose for which they were appro-
priated. These are lump sum appropriations
providing for many individual projects, and
substantial unobligated balances are carried
forward each year from the preceding fiscal
year, due to inability to Initiate construction
on approved projects, slippages in progress of
construction, completion of projects at a
lower cost than originally estimated, and so
forth. For example, the unobligated balance
on July 1, 1957, in the appropriation “Con-
struction, general, Corps of Engineers,” is
reported by the corps as being in excess of
$2 million.

The apportionment requests for the Corps
of Engineers have been received only re-
cently and we have not yet completed their
analysis. However, the President's instruc-
tions contemplate that some projects might
be deferred until later in the fiscal year 1958,
others might be deferred until the fiscal year
1059, and others might not be prosecuted as
rapldly as might otherwise have been the
case, This does not represent a determina-
tion that these projects should not ulti-
mately be carrled out as contemplated by
the appropriation act; it simply means that
they will be prosecuted only as rapidly as is
permitted by a proper regard for the Govern-
ment's overall fiscal situation.

I am aware, of course, that the item veto
has not been granted to the Bureau of the
Budget, as your letter points out. Nor has
it been granted to the President. I am sure
you will agree, however, that the President
should not permit operations under these or
other appropriations to continue at full
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speed without regard to the effect of such
action upon the Government’s ability to
keep borrowings within the statutory limita-
tion of the natlional debt.

Under the provisions of the Antideficiency
Act (sec. 3679 of the Revised Statutes, as
amended), I am required to apportion all
appropriations granted without fiscal year
limitation—such as those referred to in your
letter—so as “to achieve the most effective
and economical use thereof,” I am author-
ized to establish reserves “to provide for con-
tingencies, or to effect savings whenever sav-
ings are made possible by or through changes
in requirements, greater efficiency of opera-
tions, or other developments subsequent to
the date on which such appropriation was
made available.” In considering the re-
quests submitted by the agency for appor-
tionment of the appropriations for the Corps
of Engineers I shall, of course, be guided by
these provislons.

Sincerely yours,
PercivaL F. Brunbace, Director.

Mr. STENNIS subsequently said: Mr.
President, without causing alarm, we
must face the fact that a serious eco-
nomic situation confronts our Nation
today.

Any time more than 5.1 million people
who are both able and willing to work
are unable to find jobs in the United
States, the situation is serious. This has
not caused panie, and it should not, but
it has brought forth positive, construe-
tive proposals for increasing job oppor-
tunities in a number of badly needed
public works projects by advancing ear-
lier schedules for completion.

Something must be done now to offset
what can be a snowballing downward
trend in production, employment, and
income, ;

We want no leaf-raking or other
make-work program. I feel strongly
that this is the time to accelerate work
on many necessary and economical pub-
lic works projects presently authorized
by law, and which have been recom-
mended for years by responsible agencies
for completion. Approval has been
given on the bases of need, merit, and
ultimate national benefit, but they have
been delayed thus far because of the lack
of necessary funds. Where money is
necessary to get these constructive and
useful projects moving, I advocate the
necessary appropriations and spending.

The situation facing our Nation has
been presented largely from the urban,
industrial point of view. In my State,
during February, there has been an in-
crease of 27 percent in the ranks of the
unemployed nonagricultural workers
over the figure for the same month of
1956, and an increase of 14 perecent over
that for February of last year. The
situation is growing steadily worse.

There is another side of this picture
which is of equal importance and con-
cern. This includes the agricultural
problems and those attendant on an
agricultural economy. By starting many
local projects and providing some type of
employment for people in as many dif-
ferent areas of the country as possible,
the farm community may be able to hold
on until a new long-range positive agri-
cultural program has been designed to
solve many farm problems,

The farm economy situation is serious.
In my own State of Mississippi, private
farm income derived from crops dropped
from $425 million in 1956 to $270 million
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in 1957—a drop of 36 percent in 1 year—
Soil Bank payments for the same period
amounted to only $17 million.

Total Mississippi private farm 1ncome
decreased from $591 million in 1956 fo
$450 million in 1957. This is a drop in
income of over 23 percent.

Present conditions require that imme-
diate steps be taken to put men to work
on needed public-works projects until
the readjustment of farm economy and
other factors in America improve the
opportunities for private employment.

Typical projects which from personal
knowledge I feel could be advocated for
special treatment in my section at this
time are:

First. Public buildings: Both Federal
office buildings and post offices are au-
thorized under existing law and the num-
ber of projects undertaken depends
mainly on the leadership of the admin-
istration and the willingness of Congress
to appropriate necessary funds—or au-
thorize long-term lease-purchase agree-
ments. It is in this specific area, where
projects have been approved for years
but passed over because of the lack of
funds, that the great bulk of the activity
in a new Federal program could be read-
ily undertaken. In the area of public
buildings, it would be highly desirable
if the administration would follow a
course of geographical uniformity in giv-
ing the green light to these projects.
Every State needs modern Federal build-
ings and post offices.

Second. Roads: Where the States are
ready, work should rapidly proceed to
modernize our highways. In pushing
this program to relieve our clogged ar-
terial routes, we should not ignore the
need for an adequate secondary and farm
to market road system., Our highways
and local road systems generally have
not kept pace with modern traffic needs
and further delay is both unnecessary
and costly.

Third, Flood control: Flood-control
work in the Mississippi River Valley is
of paramount importance to the local
economy, welfare, and protection of the
people who face the greatest dangers of
inundation from rampaging spring
floods.

The Army Engineers, working with the
levee boards and other local interests,
have made great progress in developing
a constructive and effective flood-control
program. However, the growth of our
agricultural and industrial economy has
been so rapid in the Mississippi River
Valley area that an expanded program
and a more rapid rate of progress are
most desirable. Specifically, in Missis=
sippi more work is needed on the follow=-
ing projects affecting the Mississippi
River and its tributaries:

(a) On the main stem: Mississippi
River levees, bank-stabilization program,
Memphis Harbor project, Vicksburg Har-
bor project, and the Old River control.

(h) Off the main stem in the Yazoo
Basin: The lower auxiliary channel proj-
ect, Yazoo tributary projects, and the
Big Sunflower River control project.

In the same area work needs to be
done on the Tombighee River channel
project.

All these projects should be pushed
at the maximum economic rate if our
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water and land resources are to be fully
utilized,

Fourth. Hill-Burton Act—hospital pro=
gram: This vital program which has
meant so much to the health and welfare
of all our people is actually scheduled to
expire this year. It must be continued;
it should be greatly strengthened. We
cannot ignore the need for adequate hos-
pital facilities so vital to many commu-
nities, My efforts in the Appropriations
Committee have, for the last 6 years, been
directed to making adequate funds avail-
able for this necessary and humanitarian
program.

Fifth. National Guard armories: The
Department of Defense has given top
priority to the construction of five Na-
tional Guard armories in Mississippi for
fiscal year 1958. I am urging the Depart-
ment of Defense to approve early con-
struction and make funds available for
these facilities at the earliest possible
date, and that this program be expanded
so that badly needed National Guard fa-
cilities will be available in future years.

Sixth. The airport program: Along
with the growing need for more adequate
highways and local roads is the parallel
and equally important need for adequate
airport facilities to meet the require-
ments of modern commercial aviation.
Expanding industry throughout the
South makes adequate air transportation
urgent.

Seventh. Military construction: As
chairman of the Real Estate Subcommit-
tee of the Senate Armed Services Com=~
mittee, I am urging the military depart-
ments to speed up work on projects in
progress and to begin work on those ap-
proved. I have been following closely the
progress on projects under construction
in my State, and feel that there have
been unnecessary delays in the past
which I hope will not be repeated in the
future. Adequate funds are available for
these programs, so there is little excuse
for prolonged delay.

Eighth. Natchez Trace Parkway: This
project was authorized in 1933 and actual
work was undertaken in 1935. For 23
years it has been held to a slow pace by
limited appropriations. By increasing
available funds, this beautiful historic
and necessary parkway could be brought
to early completion and use. Iam urging
that construction work be speeded up on
this long-standing and highly desirable
undertaking.

Ninth. Tennessee-Tombighee Water=-
way: This muech needed inland naviga-
tion faecility would provide a closer and
good slack water route between the Ten-
nessee River and the gulf. Navigation
tonnage on the Tennessee River has been
steadily inecreasing, and this new chan-
nel would provide a great stimulus to in-
dustry not only in the immediate Ten-
nessee Valley but also in all points
directly affected by the waterway. Ben-
eficial results would flow to the whole
southeastern section of our country.
The latest report of the Corps of Engi-
neers on expected benefits and feasibility
of the projects is expected by June 30 of
this year. The Rivers and Harbors Act
of 1946 authorized the Tennessee-Tom=-
bigbee Waterway, but Congress has not
appropriated necessary funds.

4111

The waterway will make a lasting con-
tribution to the southern economy, and I
strongly believe that this project is fully
justified, as I did when I urged our Ap-
propriations Committee in 1956 to in-
clude $160,000 needed for the resurvey of
the project, which is presently belng

concluded.

These programs certainly cannot. be
criticized as leaf-raking programs, Each
of them will result in permanent and
much needed improvements, will pro-
vide lasting benefits to the communities
and the Nation. If they are carried into
effect early enough, they can make some
future leaf-raking program unnecessary.

I urge the administration to furnish
the leadership for an extensive public
works program of this type and put it in
operation before the economic recession
has gained such speed that it cannot be
checked. An ounce of prevention is
worth a pound of cure, and now is the
time for prevention. ;

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that the yeas and nays be
ordered on the concurrent resolution now
pending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
yeas and nays have been requested. Is
there a sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business before the Senate is
S. Con. Res. 68. The Senate is operating
under a unanimous-consent agreement
which allots 10 minutes for each side,
of which the majority leader has used
5 minutes.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield to myself 1 or 2 minutes.

Mr. President, I shall support Senate
Concurrent Resolution 68 in the form
in which it has been reported to the
Senate.

In the situation which is confronting
the country I believe that both the ex-
ecutive branch of the Government and
the legislative branch have an obligation
to work together in trying to find a solu-
tion for the common problems which
affect the Nation. As in 'a time of na-
tiona] emergency or in a time of war we
do not divide on narrow partisan lines,
in times of economic stress I think we
should look at the problem from the
standpoint of what is best for America
and not what is best for a partisan polit-
ical interest.

It is in this spirit that I believe the
committee, by an overwhelming vote on
the part of the membership of both
parties, has reported the concurrent res-
olution to the Senate; and on that basis
I shall support it.

I now yield 8 minutes to the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. Casgl.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I defer to the chairman of the
committee [Mr. CuAVEZ].

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield 2 minutes to the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, yester-
day, the Senate Public Works Committee
reported Senate Concurrent Resolution
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68. This resolution which was intro-
duced by the majority leader is designed
to encourage the use of funds which have
been appropriated in accelerating con-
struetion work or other type of work
which will provide useful employment
and which will reduce the unemploy-
ment in our country.

There are in excess of 5 million men
and women in our country who are un-
employed today. Many of our indus-
trial and manufacturing plants are idle
or are only operating on a part-time
schedule. The steel industry is operat-
ing at about half capacity. Railroads
are reducing their operations. Mining,
lumbering, and many other industries
are operating on reduced schedules.

The Congress has always been ready
and willing to take prompt and proper
action in granting authority and making
appropriations to meet eritical situa-
tions. However, after such appropria-
tions are made it is up to the executive
branch to put the programs into action.

There is a large backlog of authorized
projects available. There is also a large
amount of appropriations available
which the Public Works Committee be-
lieves should be used to accelerate the
programs which will result in prompt
employment of many people. The reso-
lution requires no additional authority;
however, it does admonish and urge the
executive branch to release funds and to
proceed with all vigor in carrying out
works which will help to relieve the un-
employment in this great Nation of ours.

So concerned was the subcommittee
about this subject matter that, as stated
by the Senator from California, the sub-
committee unanimously reported to the
full committee day before yesterday.
Yesterday, March 11, the full committee
reported the concurrent resolution to the
Senate. The committee action was com-
pleted within 2 days after the subcom-
mittee started to work.

I feel that not only the subcommittee,
but the full committee, realized the
seriousness of the situation, and hence
acted promptly.

I wish to thank not only the members
of the subcommittee, but the members
of the full committee for their fine
.cooperation.

Mr. EKNOWLAND, Mr. President, I
yield 8 minutes to the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr, Casgl.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr,
President, I yield 1 minute to the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. REVERcOMB].

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr, President, I
shall heartily support the concurrent
resolution, as I did when it was first
submitted to the Senate.

I think the concurrent resolution de-
clares very clearly the purpose of the
Congress in proceeding as promptly as
possible with the works for which appro-
priations have already been made.

Furthermore, I think the concurrent
‘resolution shows a great sense of fair-
ness in commending the President for
the action which was taken even before
the submission of the concurrent
resolution.

Personally, I know that steps have
been taken to release appropriated
moneys for the purposes for which they
were appropriated.
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So I come here today fo join my col-
leagues in adopting the concurrent reso-
lution declaring it to be the purpose of
the Congress to proceed in this impor=
tant field.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, as has been indicated, the
Senate Committee on Public Works
acted promptly upon the concurrent
resolution which was referred to it. It
was submitted by its author, the distin-
guished majority leader [Mr. Jomnson
of Texas], and his statement was largely
supported by a table which listed the
civil public works and the military con-
struction, and gave a summary of the
unexpended and unobligated balances.

Inasmuch as it has been impossible to
have the hearings printed by this time,
and since only one or two copies are avail-
able, I ask unanimous consent that the
table which was submitted by the Sena-
tor from Texas at the conclusion of his
statement be incorporated in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REecorp,
as follows:

Civil public works and military construc-
tion—Summary of unexpended and unobli-
gated balances as of Dec. 31, 1957

Unexpended | Unobligated
balance balance
Dec. 81, 1957 | Dec. 31, 1957
Legislative...._..L_ ... $143, 738, 427 | %131, 048,157
Independent offices..._..| ' 1,857, 648, 383 918, 264, 802
Agrleulture. . e en e 67, 422, 385 47, 304, 5
Commerce. . ......i..... 440, 946, 000 267, 473, 000
Defense:
Milllery o 3,188, 600,000 | 2,071, 360, 000
3 3 AEle s JAEER 376, 350, 698 260, 608, 428
Health, Education, and
WREAEO., & e simaiiinims 613, 705, 939 262, 906, 441

Inbopioes o s 805, 674, 935 198, 755, 956
Justice. _ 1, 930, 252 1, 066, 212
FPost Office. 32, 073, 560 6, 871, 619
State. ... 77, T00, 23, 200, 000
Treasury.. C 2,976, 576 2, 238, 027
District of Columb 418, 1 46, 418, 100

R e 7,164, 324, 264 | 4, 237, 605, 354

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. An ex-
amination of the tables submitted as the
hearings developed yesterday indicated
that there was some misunderstanding
about the so-called backlog of projects.
There was a total of approximately §7
billion worth of military and eivil works
projects with respect to which appro-
priations had not been expended as of
the last of December 1957, the end of
the first half of this fiscal year. How=-
ever, of that amount $3 billion had been
obligated, so that the unobligated fig-
ure for both civil and military projects
combined totaled $4 billion.

Of the $4 billion figure of unobligated
money, about half was military and half
civil works, or approximately $2 billion
for each.

Of that half, a considerable part
classed as civil works projects did not
consist of projects within the purview
of the Public Works Committee. Let
me illustrate: Tennessee Valley Author-
ity, $23 million; St. Lawrence Seaway,
$34 million; Smithsonian, $34 million;
legislative branch of the Government,
$131 million.

Of the $131 million, $40 million was for
the expansion of the Capitol; $84 million

-was for the additional House Office

Building; $2.8 million for the new power
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plant for the Capitol, and $3.7 million
for the new Senate Office Building, or
a total of $131 million for the legislative
branch, which was proceeding without
any action by the executive branch of
the Government.

The figure for the Civil Aeronautics
Authority was $200 million; and the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare had a large portion of the money.
Approximately $750 million, or 10 per-
eent of the total of $7 billion, consisted
of loan funds of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, of which
$613 million was for loans to college
housing authorities. A substantial por-
tion of that sum had been obligated.
The rate of expenditure of that money
is controlled by the college housing au-
thorities themselves, and not by the
Government.

Next we considered the agencies with
which the Public Works Committee
dealt. The largest of those was the
Corps of Engineers. General Itschner
testified that in the latter part of Jan-
uary of this year he was advised that
the reserve, or the expenditure ceiling,
would be lifted so far as the Corps of En-
gineers was concerned.

On the 28th of February he sent word
to some of those in the field, and all
the funds for the civil works of the
Corps of Engineers were released from
reserve on March 3, which was Monday
of last week, several days before the con=
current resolution we are now consider=
ing was submitted to the Senate.

That was the largest single item be-
fore the committee, All the funds of
the Corps of Engineers were taken out
of reserve before the concurrent resolu-
tion came to the Senate.

The Corps of Engineers expeets to
spend this year about $700 million,
which will be the largest amount of
money the Corps of Engineers has ever
expended. We understand that a sup-
plementary request will be submitted for
$126 million additional appropriations
for the Engineers. That is for the fiscal
year 1959,

So the expenditure for 1959 will go
up proportionately, and the expenditure
for 1960 and 1961 will be higher; but
all of them will be well above the ceiling
for maximum expenditures by the Corps
of Engineers for any previous year.

The committee then proceeded to con-
sider other agencies, such as the soil
conservation projects of the Soil Con-
servation Service; the Forest Service;
and the Bureau of Reclamation.

The only funds we found to be still in
reserve and not released, were some
small funds in the Bureau of Reclama-
tion with respect to which Mr. Dominy
testified. He said they were in reserve be-
cause repayment contracts had not been
worked out on the projects. There was
also about $2 million more in the Na-
tional Park Service. In that case a re-
serve was being held because of some
local conditions. For instance, plans
had not been approved for some hos-
pitals in the Indian Service.

Actually the committee was unable to
find any sizable amount which was still
held in reserve.

‘Why was there an expenditure ceiling?

L R T .
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Mr. Merriam, of the Bureau of the
Budget, testified that on the 27th of June
of last year, when it was apparent that
Congress was not going to raise the debt
ceiling, a letter was addressed to the
heads of agencies, asking them to try to
hold expenditures within the level of
expenditures in the fiscal year then end-
ing, fiscal year 1957. This was neces-
sary because the Treasury did not have
the elbow room it needed to handle large
expenditures in excess of revenue com-
ing in, and the Treasury did not have any
borrowing room. In the fall, Mr. Mer-
riam testified, the Treasury situation was
so close that at one time the Treasury
had only $350 million below the debt
ceiling, Had there been a snow storm,
or if the inflowing revenue to the Federal
Treasury had been delayed as much as
2 days, the debt ceiling would have been
exceeded. That is why we had a debt
ceiling and an expenditure ceiling during
the fall. We had an expenditure ceiling
because, the debt ceiling was not raised.

With the anticipation that in this
Congress the debt ceiling would be
raised, word was sent to the agencies
that the expenditure ceiling would be
lifted. That is why in January and Feb-
ruary of this year they were able to re-
lease the funds. Consequently, the com-
mittee very properly, I think, on review=
ing the whole matter, decided that the
resolution should be appropriately
amended, and it was amended to make
it a little more direct, and also to com=
mend the President and the executive
agencies for the action they had taken
in releasing these funds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CLaARk in the chair). The time of the
Senator from South Dakota has expired.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from South Dakota may pro-
ceed for an additional 2 minutes.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object to the unanimous
consent request, I merely wish to say
that as a member of the committee who
opposed the resolution in the committee,
I regret that because I was faithful in
serving on the committee in dealing with
the so-called Gore bill, I was not on the
fioor, and by not being on the floor I was
deprived of the opportunity of stating
my reasons for opposing the resolution.
Having been deprived of the privilege by
the unanimous consent agreement which
was entered in my absence, because of
my service on the committee, and having
been unable to obtain the floor on my
own time, I merely wish to say that at
some future time, after the vote has
been taken, I shall express myself more
fully and frankly as to my reasons for
opposing the resolution than I had in-
tended to do had I been given the time
to do so at this time. I do not object to
the unanimous consent request of the
Senator from South Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re=-
quest of the Senator from Texas? With=-
out objection, the Senator from South
Dakota may proceed for an additional
2 minutes.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. In con-
clusion, I should like to say that I regard
the resolution as having served a very
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useful purpose. It has spotlighted the
funds available for obligation. It has
brought out the steps which have been
taken to remove the roadblocks in the
way of spending the funds which Con=-
gress had appropriated. The author of
the resolution was very emphatic in
pointing out to the committee that the
resolution dealt with funds already
appropriated.

As one illustration of roadblocks which
we found had been removed, in the con-
sideration of small watershed balances,
the official testifying for the Department
of Agriculture said that S. J. Res. 148,
which the Senate passed some time ago,
prescribing methods of speeding up small
watershed projects, had been used and
had been helpful in clearing the way for
these projects to go ahead.

I also believe that the Forest Service,
the General Services Administration, the
National Park Service, the Indian Bu-
reau, the Corps of Engineers, all under-
stand now that it is the desire of Con-
gress that they go forward and commit
their funds in the days remaining so
that the expenditures will achieve the
maximum beneficial results in putting
people to work.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. KEERR. I wish to congratulate
the Senator from South Dakota on his
statement to the effect that in his judg-
ment the resolution has focused the at-
tention of the country, of Congress, and
of the executive branch of the Govern-
ment and its agencies upon the need
for acceleration in the expenditure of
moneys heretofore appropriated by Con-
gress, which funds have been in part
held in reserve under a prudent fiscal
policy, and detained on the journey from
the Congress to the implementation of
the construction projects authorized. I
wish to congratulate the minority leader
upon his visit to the White House, which
brought forth the President’s letter of
last Saturday, in which he says:

In recent press conferences I have stressed
the point that in the current economic situa-
tion, certain kinds of governmental meas-
ures, including the acceleration of planned
and needed public improvements, can be use-
ful in promoting increased growth of the
economy.

Members of the committee who heard
a great number of witnesses were im-
pressed by the fact that the Budget Bu-
reau had been holding in reserve sub-
stantial sums of money appropriated by
Congress, arranging it so that they were
not available for expenditure under the
authorizations and appropriations for
the construction projects.

The resolution is not a crash program.
It is not deficit spending. Neither is
it meaningless. It represents action.
That is what the country needs. That
is what the people demand.

I was happy to hear from the Director
of the Budget that in the past few weeks,
and, indeed, last week, reserves had been
released and were being released, to the
point where, when he came before the
committee, it was evident that practi-
cally all the reserves accumulated by ad-
ministrative action had been released.

I am happy to have a part in com-
mending the President and the execu-
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tive agencies for such action as they
have taken to accelerate these programs.
I am happy that the resolution not only
commends them for such action as they
have taken, but also will be inspirational
to them, leading to their taking further
and more substantial action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
allotted on the resolution has expired.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
an additional 20 minutes be allotted for
the discussion, 10 minutes to each side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from South Dakota? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quroum, and I
ask unanimous consent that the time for
:il:le quorum call not be charged to either

e.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senate is operating under a unani-
mous-consent agreement to consider
Senate Concurrent Resolution 68. By
unanimous consent, an additional 20
minutes has been allotted for further dis-
cussion, half the time to be controlled
by the majority leader, and half by the
minority leader. 7

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield to the distinguished senior Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MarTIN], the
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, I have always favored public
works programs during periods of reces-
sion. However, we should consider proj=-
ects which will create as many man-
hours of work as can possibly be pro-
vided.

I favor the concurrent resolution. As
it is now framed, it is highly commenda-
tory of the executive branch of the Gov=
ernment.

The letter of the President, dated last
Saturday, discloses that the executive de=
partment has a very clear understanding
of the situation which confronts the
Nation. None of us wants to see out of
employment anyone who desires to work.
However, we must not forget that the
number of people who are becoming em-
ployable is increasing by more than
900,000 each year. So the number now
unemployed is not at a dangerous level.
That does not mean that this is not a
good time to construet public works.

Congress should consider the matter of
reducing taxes with great caution, be-
cause the program of public works will
be not only for the moment, but for
future years. The work now contem=
plated by the resolution applies to the
future. For that reason, it must not be
dangerous to the general economy.

All of us, Democrats and Republicans
alike, should remember that during the
past few years productivity in the United
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States has not kept pace with the in-
creased eost of wages. This is a serious
matter. What made America the great
‘economic nation of the world, the coun-
try upon which the other nations of the
world, economically speaking, are now
leaning, was the productivity of the in-
dividual American under the free-enter-
prise system.

I shall vote for the concurrent resolu-
tion; but let us bear in mind that we
should not engage in the construction of
projects which will not be of permanent
value to the United States. The building
of roads and post offices, the improve-
ment of rivers and harbors, and projects
of that kind, will add to the economic
assets of the Nation.

I favor the resolution; but let us eon-
sider all proposals of this kind with the
greatest of care.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield to the distinguished junior Senator
from New Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, as a
member of the Committee on Public
Works, I felt compelled, reluctantly, to
vate against the concurrent resolution
submitted by the distinguished majority
leader. I state most emphatically that
in casting that vote I did not intend in
any way to reflect upon the complete
sincerity of the majority leader in pre-
‘senting the resolution, and I do not have
any quarrel with the members of the
committee or with the overwhelming
membership of the Senate who, I have
no doubt, will vote to adopt it.

However, I feel impelled to state, in
the time which has been yielded to me,
my reason for opposing the resolution in
committee, and the reason why I shall
not vote for it in the Senate.

Either the resolution means something
or it does not mean anything. If it
does not mean anything, then at this
particular time, when everyone agrees
that we are engaged in psychological
warfare to preserve the solvency, the
prosperity, the life, and the vigor of the
Nation, Congress should not be adopting
‘meaningless resolutions which are mere
grandiose gestures.

It has been quite clearly brought out
in the debate by the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Dakota [Mr. Casel,
and brought out rather clearly in the
deliberations of the committee, that the
resolution, which calls for speeding up
the spending of money already author-
ized and appropriated, affects, as a mat-
ter of fact, only a very small sum and
would produce very few jobs.

In that case, Mr. President, what does
the resolution mean? In the opinion of
the Senator from New Hampshire, by
means of the resolution, the Congress
of the United States would take formal
action to tell the people of the United
States that the Congress has decided to
sound a clarion call that the way to deal
with the present situation is to speed up
spending. But, Mr. President, speedier
spending or fasfer spending is foolish
spending.

Mr. President, I stand ready to vote for
a reasonable acceleration of appropria-
tions for our highway program, and cer-
tainly we have necessarily aecelerated
the expendifures for the national de-
fense. Sueh expenditures mean some-
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thing. They put money into circulation
and they mean jobs.

But I believe that a resolution which
simply sounds a call for hurry-up spend-
ing is not the kind of medicine we should
be giving to the country at this time. It
would amount to whipping a horse that
already is running, but not giving him
any more oats.

If we are to adopt a policy of pump-
priming—which I would oppose—then let
us meet the issue in manly fashion and
decide whether or not to follow such a
poliey.

Mr. President, even if I were to be the
only Member of the Senate to vote
against this proposal, I would still vote
against it, not beeause I question the sin-
cerity or the motives of the Senator who
submitted the resolution, but because I
eannot see how it would result in any
material good, and because I rather fear
its psychological effect.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President——

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLerIcHT].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arkansas is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
again I wish to commend the distin-
guished majority leader for submitting
this resolution.

I shall support it because it seems to
me that acceleration of our public-works
program is the most logical and sensible
thing we can do under present condi-
‘tions.

I am at a loss to understand why to
decrease the income taxes of the un-
employed would add any substantial
benefits either to them or to the country
as a whole. With vastly increased ex-
penditures facing the country, tax re-
duction should not be resorted to until
the necessity therefor is more urgent
than it now appears to be.

The pending resolution is the proper
measure for the Senate to take favorable
action on at this time.

I was amazed at the remarks of the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Coz-
Tonl, who said that the pending resolu-
tion was similar to a proposal to whip
a horse that already was running, but
not to give him any oats.

If I correctly understood it, the re-
sponse the President made the very next
day after the resolution was submitted
by the majority leader was that the
President was in favor of accelerating
the public-works programs and that he
would take steps to do so. In other
words, the President of the United
States, the leader of the party to which
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr,
Corron] belongs, accepted the principle
of acceleration of the public-works pro-
grams as a proper response and a proper
step to be taken under the present con-
ditions. So I am unable to understand
the remarks the Senator from New
Hampshire made in opposition to the
principle of acceleration.

I believe that the pending concurrent
resolution ealls for the sound way to
proceed.

The report shows that $8 billion will
be available, under such acceleratiomn,
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and that $4 billion of it will be in the eivil
construction field. In my State alone, so
the Corps of Engineers has informed me,
$22.1 million more than is called for in
this year’s budget could be used effec-
tively on authorized river-development
projects.

So I certainly believe the pending con-
current resolution is a wise measure, and
that, when agreed to, it will be of im-
mediate benefit to the national economy.

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will
agree, by an overwhelming vote, to the
pending concurrent resolution.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, how much time remains available
to each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven
minutes remain under the control of the
Senator from Texas, and 4 minutes re-
main under the control of the other side.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President——

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
strongly support adoption of the pending
concurrent resolution. I do not regard
it as a meaningless or an idle gesture.

Mr. President, I am not here to raise
any partisan question, because I realize
perfectly well that last fall, when there
was danger of getting into a situation in
which operations would be impossible,
because of the level of indebtedness,
there was reason for the slowing down
of the construction of various projects.

However, I wish to point out what has
been the result of slowing down the con-
struction of those projects; and I also
wish to point out that the letting of con-
tracts which commit the additional
funds now available, under appropria-
tions made for various projects, both in
my State and elsewhere in the Nation,
means that we are trying to get back to
the former tempo of construction, the
one under which we were working prior
to the time when we had to have that
slowing down.

I realize that when a Senator calls for
new construction projects in his own
State, some persons may think he is
thinking only in terms of his own State.
However, Mr. President, that is not a fact
in this case. I use the projects in my
State only to illustrate my point.

Mr. President, by way of such illus-
tration, let me refer to the following:

Last year the Congress made an ap-
propriation of $5,500,000 for the central
and southern Florida flood control proj-
ect. That appropriation was recognized
as insufficient; and the Engineers were
working toward an appropriation of $10
million, to be included in the budget for
the fiscal year 1959.

But as a result of that slowdown, Mr.
President, a smaller amount is reflected
in the budget for the fiscal year 1959.
The amount reflected is $5 million, or
just half of what the Engineers were
working toward, under the tempo which
they believed would result in the con-
struction of the project at an economi-
cal rate. -

As to the Tampa Harbor project, the
appropriation for last year was $2,250,-
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000. I have before me a telegram from
the district engineer, and the telegram
shows what was the expectation for the
appropriation for the fiscal year 1959
in order to proceed on the project in
an orderly manner—namely, an appro-
priation of $2,950,000. However, be-
cause of the necessity to slow down on
the commitment of funds for the fiscal
year 1958, the entire project was set
back; and the amount included in the
budget for the fiscal year 1959 is only
$1,150,000, instead of $2,950,000, even
though the larger amount could have
been spent economically, and can still
be spent economically if we resume con-
struction operations at the rate we were
working last year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time yielded to the Senator from Florida
has expired.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield 1 addi-
tional minute to me?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes, Mr.
President; I yield 1 more minute to the
Senator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida is recognized for
1 additional minute,

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
third project I shall mention is the East
Coast Intracoastal Waterway. The ap-
propriation made for it for this fiscal
vear was $1,150,000. The engineers had
expected to step up the work materially,
because it is a project of the greatest
importance from the standpoint of the
national defense. The Intracoastal
Waterway runs along the east coast,
where so many tankers and other ships
were sunk by submarines during World
War II.

But instead of speeding up or stepping
up the completion of the project, as a
result of the entire slowdown the amount
requested for the project in the 1959
budget is only $800,000.

Mr. President, I do not expect projects
in my State to be treated differently
from projects in other States.

However, Mr. President, I expect the
concurrent resolution to be used as a
notice that the Congress expects to have
& refurn made to an economical rate of
construction of projects such as these
highly desirable projects which mean so
much to the Nation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time yielded to the Senator from Florida
has again expired.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. Ishall be glad to yield
if T may do so under the time permitted.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iyield 1 minute
to the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I wish to
say to the able Senator from Florida
that I think it will be found that many
of the projects will have a higher rate
of construction under the supplemental
request for 1959 of $125 million, which
General Itschner stated was needed.
That will also entail a larger appropria-
tion for civil functions projects in the
succeeding fiscal year. The $700 million
level for this year is the highest it has
ever been, and it will go to $775 million
in fiscal 1959, and $850 million in fiscal
1960.

Mr,
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Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
from South Dakota. I desire to make it
clear that what he has said is what I am
driving at. We are not in favor of just
getting money to work which has al-
ready been appropriated. We are anx-
ious to get back to the rate of construc-
tion which was prevailing and which was
slowed down by the order to reduce work.
Unfortunately, as reflected by the small-
er amounts in the 1959 budget, it is
proposed to spend less than can be eco-
nomically spent to bring about this ac-
complishment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am prepared to yield back my
remaining time, on condition that the
acting minority leader will yield back his
time.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I
am prepared to yield back my remain-
ing time, unless any Senator wants ad-
ditional time. I see none who does.
Therefore I yield back the remainder of
my time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
elerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With=-
out objection, it is so ordered.

All time remaining on the concurrent
resolution has been yielded back.

Mr. JOENSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
committee amendments be agreed to
en bloe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to considering the committee
amendments en bloc? The Chair hears
none, and the committee amendments
will be considered en bloc,

The question is on agreeing to the
committee amendments en bloc.

: The amendments were agreed to en
loc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to Senate Con-
current Resolution 68, as amended. On
this question the yeas and nays have
beleln ordered, and the clerk will call the
Toll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KeNNEDY] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Montana [Mr, MUR-
RrAY] is absent on official business.

I further announce that if present and
voting the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KenNepy] and the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MurraY] would each vote
(lyea.!’

The resulf was announced—yeas 93,
nays 1, as follows:

YEAS—93
Alken Capehart Dworshak
Allott Carlson Eastland
Anderson Carroll Ellender
Barrett Case, N. J. Ervin
Beall Case, 8. Dak. Flanders
Bennett Chaves Frear
Bible Church Fulbright
Bricker Clark Goldwater
Bridges Cooper Gore
Bush Curtis Green
Butler Dirksen Hayden
Byrd Douglas Hennings

Hickenlooper Magnuson Robertson
Hill Malone Russell
Hoblitzell Mansfleld Saltonstall
Holland Martin, JTowa  Schoeppel
Hruska Martin, Pa, Beott
Humphrey McClellan Smathers
Ives McNamara Smith, Maine
Jackson Monroney Smith, N. J.
Javits Morse Sparkman
Jenner Morton Stennis
Johnson, Tex. Mundt Symington
Johnston, 8. C. Neuberger Talmadge
Eefauver O'Mahoney Thurmond
Kerr Pastore Thye
EKnowland Payne Watkins
Euchel Potter Wiley
Langer Proxmire Williams
Lausche Purtell Yarborough
Long Revercomb Young
NAYS—1
Cotton
NOT VOTING—2
Kennedy Murray

So the concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 68) was agreed to.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, may we
have order, please?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen=-
ate will be in order.

STIMULATION OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3418) to stimulate resi-
dential construction.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr, MONRONEY].

The yeas and nays were ordered.

DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE JOHN
J. DEMPSEY, OF NEW MEXICO

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate a resolution
from the House of Representatives,
which the clerk will read.

The legislative clerk read, as follows:

Resolved, That the House has heard with
profound sorrow of the death of the Hon-
orable JorN J. DempPsey, a Representative
from the State of New Mexico.

Resolved, That a committee of eight Mem-
bers of the House, with such Members of
the Senate as may be Joined, be appointed
to attend the funeral.

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of
the House be authorized and directed to
take such steps as may be necessary for
carrying out the provisions of these resolu-
tions and that the necessary expenses in
connection therewith be paid out of the
contingent fund of the House,

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate
these resolutions to the Senate and trans-
mit a copy thereof to the family of the
deceased.

Resolved, That as a further mark of re-
spect the House do now adjourn.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and the junior Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. AnpERSON], I
send to the desk a resolution which I
ask to have read, and for which I ask im=~
mediate consideration.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. May we
have order, please, Mr. President,

“The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order,

The resolution will be read for the in-
formation of the Senate.
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The resolution (S, Res. 274) was read,
as follows:

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with
profound sorrow the announcement of the
death of Hon. JoHN J. DEMPSEY, late a Repre-
sentative from the State of New Mexico.

Resolved, That a committee of two Sen-
ators be appointed by the Presiding Officer to
join the committee appointed on the part of
the House of Representatives to attend the
funeral of the deceased Representative.

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate
these resolutions to the House of Repre-
sentatives and transmit a copy thereof to
the family of the deceased.

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect
to the memory of the deceased Representa-
tive, the Senate, at the conclusion of its
business today, adjourn until 10 a. m. to-
MOrrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on proceeding to the consid-
eration of the resolution.

The resolution was considered by
unanimous consent, and unanimously
agreed to.

Under the second resolving clause, the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. CHAVEZ
and Mr. ANDERSON as the committee on
the part of the Senate to attend the fu-
neral of the deceased Representative.

STIMULATION OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (8. 3418) to stimulate residen-
tial construction.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
gquestion is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Okla-
homa [Myr. MonroNEY] on behalf of
himself and other Senators. The oppo-
sition has 12 minutes remaining. The
time of the affirmative side has expired.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MONRONEY. Does the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CapeHART] choose to use any further
time?

Mr. CAPEHART. I do not believe so.
I wish to say only this: I sincerely hope,
in the best interests of housing and em-
ployment in the United States, that this
amendment will be rejected, and that
Senators will support the action of the
full committee.

With that statement I yield back the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been exhausted or yielded back.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MONRONEY. Inasmuch as some
time has elapsed since the beginning of
debate on this amendment, I ask the
Chair if the following is a correct state-
ment; Senators wishing to continue the
GI and Capehart interest rates at their
present level should vote “yea” on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the understanding of the Chair.

Mr. CAPEHART., Mr. President, all
the bill does is to establish a ceiling of
43, percent. The President will have to
take action to increase the interest rate
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from 415 to 4% percent. This measure
would simply give the President that
authority if, in his opinion, it should
be done.

The PRESIDING OFTICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MonroNEY] on behalf of
himself and other Senators. On this
question the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The vote was recapitulated.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President,
how am I recorded?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota is recorded as
having voted in the affirmative.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, how
am I recorded?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Michigan is recorded as
having voted in the affirmative.

Mr. LONG. Mr, President, a point of
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana will state his
point of order.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, is it in
order for a Senator to change his vote
at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is in
order.

Mr. LONG. Will the Chair inform me
if I am recorded as having voted in the
affirmative?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes;
the Senator from Louisiana is recorded
as having voted in the affirmative.

Mr. LONG. I thank the Chair,

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
request the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
regular order has been called for.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Kennepy] is absent because of illness.
The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur-
RrAY] is absent on official business.

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KennEpy] and the Senator from
Montana [Mr. Murray] would each vote
“yea."

The result was announced—yeas 47,
nays 47, as follows:

YEAS—47
Anderson Jackson Neuberger
Bible Javits O'Mahoney
Carroll Johnson, Tex. Pastore
Chavez Johnston, 8. C. Proxmire
Church Eefauver Revercomb
Clark Kerr Russell
Douglas Langer Scott
Eastland Lausche Smith, Maine
Ervin Long Spar
Fulbright Magnuson Stennis
Gore Malone Symington
Green Mansfield Talmadge
Hayden McClellan Thurmond
Hennings McNamara Thye
Hill Monroney Yarborough
Humphrey Morse

NAYS—4T
Alken Case, N.J. Hoblitzell
Allott Case, 8, Dak., Holland
Barrett Cooper Hruska
Beall Cotton Ives
Bennett Curtis Jenner -
Bricker Dirksen Knowland
Bridges Dworshak Kuchel
Bush Ellender Martin, Towa
Butler Flanders Martin, Pa,
Byrd Frear Morton
Capehart Goldwater Mundt
Carlson Hickenlooper Payne

March 12
Potter Schoeppel Wiley
Purtell Smathers Williams
Robertson Smith, N. J. Young
Saltonstall Watkins
NOT VOTING—2
Eennedy Murray

. So the amendment offered by Mr.
MonroONEY, on behalf of himself and
other Senators, was rejected.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

Mr, ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the Senator
from California [Mr. KnowrLanD] to lay
on the table the motion of the Senator
from Indiana [Mr, CAPEHARTI.

Several Senators requested the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The vote was recapitulated.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, may
I ask how I am recorded?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Alabama is recorded as voting in
the negative.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, a parliamentary inquiry.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator

from Iowa will state it.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. What is the
result of the vote?

Mr, CAPEHART. Mr, President, I
ask for the regular order.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, a Senator is en route to the Cham-~
ber. It is customary to allow a reason-
able time for him to arrive. I hope the
Chair will recognize Senators to enable
them to inquire how they voted.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I should like to know how
I am recorded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from South Carolina is recorded as vot-
ing in the negative.

Mr, EERR. Mr, President, how am I
recorded?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Oklahoma is recorded as voting in
the negative.

Mr. GORE. Mr,
recorded?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Tennessee is recorded.

Mr. GORE. How am I recorded?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Tennessee is recorded as voting in
the negative.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KEenNEDY] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Montana [Mr.
Murray] is absent on official business.

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KennEpY] and the Senator from
Montana [Mr, Murray] would each vote
“my.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 47,
nays 47, as follows:

President, am I

YEAS—47
Afken Bennett Butler
Allott Bricker Byrd
Barrett Bridges Capehart
Beall Bush Carlson




Case, N. J, Hoblitzell Potter
Case, 8. Dak. Holland Purtell .
Cooper Hrusksa Robertson
Cotton Ives Baltonstall
Curtis Jenner Schoeppel
Dirksen Knowland Smathers
Dworshak Euchel Bmith, N. J.
Eilender Martin, Jowa Watkins
Flanders Martin, Pa. Wiley
Frear Morton Williams
Goldwater Mundt Young
Hickenlooper Payne
NAYS—4T

Anderson Jackson Neuberger
Bible Javits O'Mahoney
Carroll Johnson, Tex. Pastore
Chavez Johnston, 8. C. Proxmire
Church Kefauver Revercomb
Clark Eerr g;zoa::ll
Douglas Langer
Easutﬂnd Lausche Smith, Maine
Ervin Long Sparkman
Fulbright Magnuson Stennis
Gore Malone Symington
Green Mansfield Talmadge
Hayden McClellan Thurmond
Hennings McNamara Thye
Hil Monroney Yarborough
Humphrey Morse

NOT VOTING—2
Eennedy Murray

The VICE PRESIDENT. The result of
the vote is 47 yeas and 47 nays. Under
the Constitution, the Vice President, hav-
ing the right to vote in the case of a tie,
casts his vote in the affirmative.

So Mr. KNnowLAND’'s motion to lay on
the table was agreed to.

Mr. MORSE subsequently said:

Mr. President, I have been a Member
of the Senate 13 years, and I have wit-
nessed some great legislative battles. I
wish to say very good naturedly that I
do not think in my 13 years I ever wit-
nessed such a symbolic battle as I wit-
nessed this afternoon, when an over-
whelming majority of Republicans won
the great battle for high interest rates
to be imposed on GI's and military per-
sonnel, I believe it was particularly
symbolic because on one such occasion
Vice President Dawes did not get here at
all, but our present Vice President got
here for half of the battle, and really
inflicted the final coup de grace to the
cause of low interest rates in America.
I think the action will make political
history.

Mr. COOPER subsedquently said: Mr.
President, I may say the official action
of the Vice President of the United
States, in breaking the tie, needs no com-
ment from this side of the aisle; but in-
asmuch as a comment has been made,
from the other side I should like to say
that, as one Member of the Senate, and
as a veteran, I think the Vice President
of the United States, in casting his vote,
as he had the duty to do, cast a vote for
the veterans of the United States.

As a veteran, I may say that the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Oklahoma was not an amendment in the
interest of veterans. It was an amend-
ment which appeared to be in their in-
terest, but in reality it was not. I am
glad, as a veteran, to have voted for the
interest of veterans. I am glad the Vice
President, a veteran himself, also had
an opportunity to cast a true vote for the
veterans.

SPECIAL ELECTIONS AND THE
POLITICAL TIDE
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
should like to have the attention of the
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senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
BusH], if I may.

Three days ago I had a brief colloquy
with the senior Senator from Connecti-
cut about a supposed plan on the parf
of the Republican Party not to hold spe-
cial elections this year. The senior Sen-
ator from Connecticut questioned my
authority for that statement, which at
that time was an article in the New York
Times.

I merely wish to cite to him an edi-
torial from the Wall Street Journal of
March 7, 1958, which I think speaks for
the Republican Party as much as does
any other newspaper in the country.

The editorial concludes with the fol-
lowing:

Now that means that for the next 8
months more than 350,000 people living in 5
Wisconsin counties will be denied repre-
sentation in the House. That is not only a
denial of basic principle of republican gov-
ernment, it 1s an act that will hardly make
those voters sympathetic to the GOP next
November.

The legend goes that King Canute once
proved the difficulty of turning a flowing
tide. But even he did nothing to add to the
tide that ran against him.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
editorial printed in the Recorp at this
point as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REec-
onp, as follows:

STEMMING THE TIDE

The Republicans, like any sensible group
of men who sense a storm in the wind, are
trying to stem a political tide they believe
is right now running for the Democratie
Party. There is a question, though, whether
some of the things they are doing are politi-
cally sensible.

For example, reports from Washington tell
us that the Republicans are trying to pre-
vent the holding of special Congressional
elections right now. They were upset by the
election of a Democrat, Mr. PROXMIRE, to the
late Senator McCarthy's Wisconsin seat last
year. And 2 weeks ago the First Congres-
sional District in Minnesota gave them an
even greater start. Though the Republican
won in this special election, the Democratie
candidate came within less than 700 votes
of winning in a traditional GOP stronghold.

So the political generals of the GOP have
decided these special elections are far too
risky. The word is that a policy is being
tried out that will avold the riskiness by
avolding the elections.

There are two phases to this policy. One
is a decision said to have been suggested by
the Attorney General, Mr. Rogers, not to
name any Republican Congressmen to the
Federal bench right now. Such an appoint-
ment would cause a vacancy in Congress,
which, if filled by a special election, may well
go to the Democrats and thus Increase even
more that party’s majority.

Now the trouble with this sort of thing is
that it is not only not the best kind of gov-
ernment; it isn't even good politics. This
newspaper, to be sure, thinks that a good
rule of thumb for appointments to the Fed-
eral bench is to choose men already on a
lower Federal or State bench, But we cer-
tainly would never say that a good judge can-
not be found in Congress. And it is even
worse to say that, for partisan political rea-
sons, Congress may nof provide a judge.

In a great many places in this country
Federal court dockets are already overcrowd-
ed, and the Attorney General’s office has
from time to time reminded Congress of that
in its requests for additional judges. From
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a viewpoint of good government, one may
fairly ask whether the Attorney General's
interest in this matter is to be found on the
silde of what is best for an orderly judicial
process or on the side of what is best for
the GOP?

And if, as seems plain, the welght is in the
political balance, what is the effect one may
expect on the Republican Congressmen who
are now denied a chance at the Federal
bench? Does Mr. Rogers actually believe that
creating disappointed—and perhaps even
disgruntled—Congressmen benefits the inter-
nal structure of his party?

Even more serious in its implications is
the second phase of a policy of preventing
special elections. Representative Lawrence
H. Smith, of Wisconsin's Pirst Congressional
District, a Republican, passed away last Jan-
uary. Gov. Vernon Thomson, a Republican,
has said he will not call a special election
to fill the vacancy, but will leave the seat
unfilled until the general elections next No-
vember.

Now that means that for the next 8 months
more than 350,000 people living in 5 Wis-
consin counties will be denied representa-
tion in the House, That is not only a denial
of basic prineiple of republican government,
it is an act that will hardly make those voters
sympathetic to the GOP next November,

The legend goes that King Canute once
proved the difficulty of turning a flowing
tide. But even he did nothing to add to the
tide that ran against him. ;

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wanted the Sen-
ator from Connecticut to be reassured as
to my authority. This editorial is from
the Wall Street Journal.

Mr. BUSH. I am glad to hear the
Senator quoting from the Wall Street
Journal. I find it quoted from more fre-
quently on the other side of the aisle
than on this side. I agree with the Sen-
ator that it is usually a pretty good au-
thority on such subjects.

The Senator from Arkansas is a very
good friend of mine. I admire him as a
great Senator. I intended by what I
said to him a few days ago to caution
him about following political forecasts
of elections. I invite his attention to the
fact that the New York Times, to which
he referred, and from which he inferred
that it forecast a disastrous result for
the Republicans in the next election,
might prove to be a dangerous forecaster
indeed. In 1956 it attempted to foreecast
senatorial election results and other
election results. It ended with an aver-
age of about 50 percent. It made about
as many bad guesses as good guesses.
That is the point to which I desired to
invite the Senator’s attention.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. The Senator mis-
construes the purport of the editorial.
It does not forecast anything, It gives
good advice to the Republicans, to the
effect that it would be a mistake to with-
hold special elections in case of vacancies
this year, on the theory that they might_
not win them. They should still abide
by the demeocratic processes.

I believe that this is a very good edi-
torial in that connection.

OIL IMPORTS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to call to the attention of the
Senate and of the country a very serious
situation that strikes at the lifeblood of
a vital industry.
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Constantly mounting oil imports from
the Middle East and Venezuela are
flooding our country. The domestic in-
dustry is being undermined by imports
from areas where wages are so fantasti-
cally low that domestic operators cannot
compete without forcing down the living
standards of the American workingman.

In my own State of Texas at least 300
oil rigs have been closed down. That
means a minimum of 6,000 skilled work-
ingmen who cannot work at their trade.

For the month of March, our oper-

" ators are allowed to produce only 9 days.

This means greater unemployment and
those still at work will be only partially
employed.

The impact of imports is dramatically
illustrated by the sharp decline in our
petroleum reserve. The American Pe-
troleum Institute released figures today
showing that total reserves of liquid hy-
drocarbons have declined by 349 million
barrels between December 31, 1956, and
December 31, 1957.

This is the first time our domestic in-
dustry has had to dip into its backlog
of crude reserves since the abnormal
war year of 1943.

Mr. President, this decline does not

result from the inability of the do-
mestic industry. It comes directly from
declining exploration and drilling ac-
tivity because our operators do not have
adequate incentives.
. There was a 7.4-percent drop in drill-
ing for oil in the United States in 1957.
Had there been adequate incentives drill-
ing would have followed a normal course.
This is a bad omen for the future. It
also has serious implications as to our
preparedness to face an unexpected
emergency.

As Russell Brown, general counsel for
the Independent Petroleum Association
of America, has pointed out:

The result is a stark final warning that a
dependable solution to the important prob-
lem can no longer be postponed. To ignore
this clear warning will be to invite de-
pendence on remote and indefensible pe-
troleum supplies in any future emergency
such as the Suez crisis or, even worse, in
war.

I have talked to leaders in the indus-
try—both labor and management. They
share a common concern. They know
the industry cannot survive under such
conditions and if the industry cannot
survive neither can its payroll.

I am a strong advocate of reciprocal
trade. I believe it is a policy vital to
America’s prosperity. I am going to do
whatever I can to see that the measure
is passed once again.

But, Mr. President, a mule team can-
not pull a wagon up a hill when it is too
heavily loaded, and this is one case in
which a far too heavy load may have
been dropped into the wagon.

I believe in the Golden Rule. I be-
lieve in treating other people as I would
have them treat me.

I also believe in treating our own peo-
ple as well as we treat others. And I
hope that those who have the respon-
sibility for administering the act will
execute their responsibility as Congress
clearly intended when we passed the
last extension of the Trade Act. And

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I hope some action is taken soon.
Otherwise the wagon may break down.

Last week, I wrote to the President
and suggested a course of action. I
proposed a 20-percent cut in imports and
a system whereby imports can be cut
back from month to month on a basis
comparable to the cutbacks in the do-
mestic industry.

There is ample authority to take such
action in the Trade Agreements Act, It
is a part of simple justice.

If we do not act and act soon, an im-
portant industry will be lost and with
it will go the jobs of skilled workers
throughout the country.

I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed in the REcorp as part of my re-
marks a copy of the letter I wrote to
President Eisenhower on March 6.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

MarcH 6, 1958,
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D. C.

My DEar Mr. PrEsipENT: I am writing you
directly about a situation which has already
had a grave impact upon an important do-
mestic industry and which, if unchecked,
will have a greater depressing effect upon the
economic standards of our people.

The domestic oil industry is reeling under

the impact of imports. There is no neces-
sity of repeating the figures here. They are
very well known. Imports have continued to
mount and have been offset by cutting pro-
duction to a point where in Texas the allow-
able for March has been set at 9 days.
' "No industry can be prosperous and strong
when it operates on the basis of 9 days out of
the month, Any depressed industry tends
to drag down other segments of our economy
with it. To this must be added the im-
portance to our defense efforts and our pre-
paredness of having a strong domestic oil
industry in the event of an emergency.

I respectfully suggest two steps:

First, & mandatory reduction by 20 per-
cent of oll imports under the authority which
Congress has granted to you under the Re-
ciprocal Trade Agreements Act.

Second, a system whereby imports can be
cut back from month to month on a basis
comparable to the cutbacks in the domestic
industry in those States where prorationing
is in effect.

It would seem to me that it is dificult to
Justify cutbacks for our people when no
similar cutbacks are suffered by importers.
Some actlon is necessary to keep the do-
mestic oll industry in a healthy state and to
reassure our people that their interests are
being safeguarded by our Government. I
commend the above proposals to your atten-
tion.

Sincerely,
LynpoN B. JOHNSON,

STIMULATION OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3418) to stimulate resi-
dential construction.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment identified as “3-10-
58-D,” and ask that it be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The CHier CLERK, On page 1, between
lines 5 and 6, it is proposed to insert a
new subsection, as follows:

(b) Section 203 (b) (3) of such act is
amended by striking out “30" and inserting
in lieu thereof “40.”

March 12

On page 1, in line 6, it is proposed to
strike out “(b)” and insert in lieu
thereof “(c).”

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of my amendment is in no way un-
friendly to the bill. The amendment is
for the purpose of extending the period
for the maturity of a mortgage on the
typical one-family dwelling which is
dealt with by the bill from a possible
maximum of 30 years to a possible maxi-
mum of 40 years.

My position regarding the bill is en«
tirely friendly—as is my position in re-
gard to the effort being made by the
committee to bring in, in what I regard
as an admirable way, an antirecession
housing bill.

Extension of the term of the mortgzage
from 30 years to 40 years will have the
effect of lowering the monthly payments
by means of which most of these homes
are bought at the present time.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, at
this point will the Senator from New
York yield for a question?

Mr. JAVITS. 1yield.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Does the amend-
ment of the Senator from New York ap-
ply to FHA housing or to Veterans Ad-
ministration housing?

Mr, JAVITS. My amendment would
apply to the standard FHA mortgage—
the Federal Housing Administration
mortgage.

Mr. REVERCOMB. I thank the Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. My amendment would
have the effect of lowering the monthly
payments, the means by which most of
these homes are bought.

In view of the fact that the chief
problem confronting the country is how
to deal with middle-income housing, it
seems to me that this amendment, if
adopted, would make a real contribution,
because as the cost is lowered, we come
closer to what middle-income families
can afford.

The great hope for middle-income
housing now, aside from cooperative
housing in the cities, which have not as
yet attained great size, is in the kind of
housing to which this particular section
of the National Housing Act is directed.
Payments would be brought down some-
where between 15 and 25 percent, de-
pending on interest rates, It is obvious
that if the term of the mortgage is ex-
tended, there will be continuec payment
of interest, so over the whole length of
the mortgage greater interest will be
charged.

Mr. President, I have checked with
the Housing and Home Finance Agency
on the possibilities of 40-year instead of
30-year mortgages. The agency has ad-
vised me that there are two kinds of
mortgages now which are allowed to
have the 40-year term on the same type
of structure which I am discussing. One
is insurance of mortgage in individual
sales-type properties under section 213
upon their release from a project sales
type mortgage—that relates to a coop-
erative type housing project—and the
other is the insurance of mortgages on
homes of those who have been relocated
because of dislocation brought about by
the construction of roads or other pro-
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grams being carried on by the Govern-
ment. 1

There is no question about the ac-
tuarial questions involved in the en-
durance of the houses to justify a mort-
gage of 40 years instead of 30 years.
Indeed, the Housing and Home Finance
Agency has stated that—

While our experience to date has been in-
adequate, the fact that the 40-year maxi-
mum is avallable under these two programs
will give us an opportunity to study the
effect of its use and to consider the desira-
bility of adopting it for section 203.

So the matter is having the con-
sideration of the Housing and Home
Finance Agency.

I thought it was desirable and im-
portant that the subject be raised at the
same time we are considering the possi-
bility of getting the maximum amount
of building which can be encouraged,
and therefore the maximum amount of
buying.

I have discussed the matter with the
distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee. If he will help me at this
time by stating his views on this sub-
ject, perhaps we can dispose of the
amendment very promptly.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
appreciate the interest of the Senator
from New York in the subject. We have
discussed this matter. It has been dis-
cussed with others. The staff director
of the Subcommittee on Housing wrote a
letter to the Housing and Home Finance
Agency regarding it. A reply was re-
ceived, in which a promise was made that
the Agency would study the matter.

I may say to the distinguished Sena-
tor from New York that it is our plan to
start hearings before not too long. We
plan hearings immediately after we re-
turn from the Easter recess—if we shall
have such a recess—on an omnibus
housing bill. The proposal of the Sena-
tor from New York would properly be a
part of that bill. I hope by then we shall
have helpful information from the
Housing and Home Finance Agency. I
hope the distinguished Senator from
New York will withhold his amendment
until that time, and present it as a part
of the omnibus housing bill. I assure
him the committee will give full consid-
eration to it.

Mr, President, I should like to ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point, as a part of my
remarks, the letter from Mr. Cole to Mr.
Jack Carter, stafl director of the Sub-
committee on Housing of the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent that that may be
done, without my losing the floor.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Housing AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY,

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR,
Washington D. C., February 28, 1958.
Mr. JACK CARTER,

Staff Director, Subcommittee on Hous-
ing, Committee on Banking and Cur-
renecy, United States Senate, Wash=
ington, D, C.

Dear MRr. CarTER: In response to your in-
quiry of January 27, addressed to Mr. Sweet,
Deputy Commissioner of the Federal Hous-
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ing Administration, we are pleased to supply
the following comments relative to the pro-
posals for section 203 mentioned in your
letter.

‘With respect to the extension of the maxi-
mum mortgage term to 40 years, it may be
noted that such a maximum term is cur-
rently in effect for two special FHA pro-
grams, (1) the insurance of mortgages in in-
dividual sales-type properties under section
213 upon their release from a project sales-
type mortgage, and (2) the insurance of
home relocation mortgages on single-family
dwellings under section 221. In the latter
case, the mortgagee has an option to assign,
transfer, and deliver to the Commissioner
the original credit instrument and the in-
sured mortgage securing it, provided such
mortgage is not in default at the expiration
of 20 years from the date of endorsement.
Up to the present time, while there has been
considerable use of the 40-year term under
section 213, there has been relatively limited
use of this maximum term under section
221. While our experience to date has been
inadequate, the fact that the 40-year maxi-
mum is available under these two programs
will give us an opportunity to study the
eflect of its use and to consider the desir-
ability of adopting it for section 203.

With respect to the regular program of
mortgage insurance under section 203, the
Federal Housing Administration has in re-
cent months taken at least three significant
steps designed to liberalize this program for
the prospective home purchaser., These in-
clude (1) the adoption in August 1957 of the
lower downpayments permissible under the
Housing Act of 1857, (2) at the same time,
the elimination of the first annual mortgage
insurance premium which had formerly been
paid at the time of closing and is now
amortized over the first year of the mortgage
term, and (3) just last month, the removal
of the requirement for FHA home buyers to
pay closing costs in cash, We are only now
beginning to have an opportunity of study-
ing the effect of these liberalizing moves in
other than a very tight money market situa-
tion and believe no further liberalization
should be undertaken until we have had an
opportunity to appraise the effect of these
measures in stimulating the production of
new housing.

‘With reference to the second proposal in
your letter, as you know the annual mortgage
insurance premium under the FHA home
mortgage program, is one-half of 1 percent
of the average outstanding balance during
the year. The proposal of reducing the pres-
ent mortgage insurance premium rate to a
single premium of one-half of 1 percent of
the face value of the mortgage would provide
income totally inadequate to cover the ad-
ministrative expeneses and insurance losses
for this program. The present premium rate
of one-half of 1 percent per annum has been
determined to be actuarially necessary to
make the mutual mortgage insurance fund
self-sufficient under adverse economic con-
ditions. Any excess income over expenses
and losses after the accumulation of earned
surplus necessary to cover the reserve re-
quirements is returned to the mortgagor at
termination of the mortgage. The proposal,
if adopted, would undoubtedly require ap-
propriated funds to administer this program
since the one-half of 1 percent would be
insufficient to cover even administrative
costs, aside from insurance losses.

‘With reference to the proposal for a single
premium or one amortized annually over all
or part of the life of the mortgage, from the
point of view of actuarial soundness of the
insurance program, -the. single premium or
the annual premium can be made to yleld
to the insurance fund whatever premium in-
come may be deemed necessary for sound
operation of the program. Following the
present value procedure, depending on the
discount rate used and the earnings on fund
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investments, identical resources can be made
available to the fund through either pro=-
cedure. -

With regard to the proposal authorizing
second mortgages to cover that part of the
total payment between the purchase price
and the Insured mortgage amount, we have
on many occasions expressed our growing
concern over the apparently increasing use
of the second mortgage device. I believe
that FHA's great contribution to home
financing in this country has been the ad-
vancement of the high percentage fully
amortized single mortgage to obviate the
need for high-cost secondary financing and
thereby eliminate the attendant evils of such
practices.

As you know, we have from time to time
recommended legislation liberalizing the
financing terms of home purchases, and we
are only now beginning to experience the
effect of the most liberal terms ever available
to the homeowner.

In view of your request for an immediate
report, this is being sent to you prior to
clearance with the Bureau of the Budget.
As soon as the Bureau's views are obtained,
we will send you a supplemental report.

Sincerely yours,
ALBERT M. CoLE,
Administrator.

Mr. JAVITS. I am very grateful to
the chairman of the committee. I think
the matter deserves the attention of the
committee. I hope it will have concen-
trated attention when the committee
considers the bill. May I have that as-
surance?

Mr. SPARKEMAN. The distinguished
Sglxllabor from New York is correct. It
Will.

Mr. JAVITS. T thank the Senator.
Upon that basis, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may withdraw my amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair may state that no action is nec-
essary because, under the rule, a Sen-
ator has a right to withdraw his amend-
ment. 5

Mr. JAVITS. I call up my amend-
ment, identified as 3-10-58-E, which I
ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from New
York will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed, on
page 1, between lines 8 and 9, to insert
a new section, as follows:

Sec. 2. (a) Section 203 (c¢) of the National
Housing Act is amended by inserting before
the period at the end of the first sentence
a colon and the following: “Provided further,
That in the case of any contract of insur-
ance executed by the Commissioner under
this title after the effective date of this pro-
viso the premium charge for the insurance
of moritgages shall not exceed an amount
equivalent to one-quarter of 1 percent per
annum on such outstanding principal ob-
ligation.”

(b) Section 803 (c) of such act is amended
by inserting before the period at the end
of the first sentence a colon and the follow-
ing: “Provided, That in the case of any con-
tract of insurance executed by the Commis-
sioner under this title after the effective date
of this proviso the premium charge for the
insurance of mortgages shall not exceed an
amount equivalent to one-quarter of 1 per-

cent per annum on such outstanding prin-
cipal obligation."

Renumber succeeding sections.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I can
finish my remarks in about 2 minutes.
Would the Senator prefer to have the
floor in his own right?

Mr. CAPEHART. I should like to dis-
cuss this subject.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Indiana.

Mr. CAPEHART. Madam President
(Mrs. Smrte of Maine in the chair), I,
too, consider the action of the Senate
on the Monroney amendment a great
victory for the veterans and those unem-
ployed in the United States. .

We had a recession in 1953 and in the
early part of 1954, at which time the
interest rate on the Veterans' Adminis-
tration GI housing was increased from
4 percent to 412 percent. In 1953, when
the interest rate was at 4 percent, there
were 156,000 houses built under the VA
mortgage program. With a one-half of 1
percent increase in the interest rate, in
1954 there were 307,038 such houses built.
Then in 1955 there were 391,789 such
houses constructed. The housing con-
struction was twice as great when the
interest rate was 4% percent as it was
when the interest rate was 4 percent. It
is my best judgment the increase in the
interest rate resulted in the building of
50 many houses under the VA mortgage
program in 1954 and 1955 that that
home-building program brought us out
of the slight recession we were experi-
encing at that time.

I consider the Senate action in this
regard to be a victory for those who are
unemployed. I cannot help but be re-
minded that when we had higher inter-
-est rates, when we had so-called tight
money, we had full employment,

I say that when we again have full
employment in the United States, when
we again have nobody out of work, we
shall have pressure upon interest rates.
We shall have pressure upon money.
The reason is that everybody will be
working. Homes will be under construc=
tion. Everything will be going strong.
Factories will be going full blast. Full
employment will require a lot of savings
and a lot of money, simply to handle the
business.

Let us hope we can get back to where
we were a year ago when we had full
employment, when everybody was work-
ing, when the Nation was prosperous.

I say again that we shall have a short-
age of money. We shall have higher
interest rates. We shall find it hard to
sell mortgages or any other kind of paper
when there is full employment, when
there is prosperity, when every factory is
in operation. Then all the money will
be at work.

When there are low interest rates—and
we shall have them—we shall have much
unemployment. Back in 1932 we had
low interest rates. We shall have them
again.

I consider the action we have taken
to be a victory for those who are unem-
ployed, and a victory for the veterans of
America. I am happy about the out-
come, because in my best judement we
can now get many houses built this year.

I also invite the attention of Senators
to the fact—and this information will be
out in the morning, I think—that dur-
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ing the month of February there were
the smallest number of housing starts
since 1949, on the basis of only 890,000
houses for the year. That was not be-
cause there was a shortage of money; it
was because there was a lack of atten-
tion to interest rates. I think we ought
to encourage the American people to be
thrifty and to save their money, since
the money can be invested, and provide
more jobs, It is the investment of
money which provides jobs. We ought
to encourage the people to save their
money, and to invest it in houses and
factories. We ought to assure the peo-
ple of a fair return on their investment,
rather than to discourage them from
saving money and investing money.

I say to the Senate that today is a
great day in the lives of veterans, and
particularly in the lives of the unem-
ployed men. I am sure the man who is
unemployed today would like to have the
good job he had a year ago, even though
the interest rates might have been a little
higher a year ago than they are today.
I am confident the man who is unem-
ployed today would be happy to trade
a little higher interest rate for a good
job.

Let us be very careful that we do not
talk ourselves into a depression. Let us
do the things which will bring out all
the money in the United States which is
in the savings accounts, in the banks,
and every place else, so that it can be
invested in home mortgages, in the pur-
chase of bonds, and in the construction
of highways and churches. That is the
way to put the people back to work,
rather than to discourage business.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I prefer
not to yield except upon my amendment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, who controls the time on the oppo-
site side, in opposition to the amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader, if he is against the amend-
ment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, if the Senator from New York de-
sires to speak further, let me state I
have a request or two from Senators
who desire recognition. I should like to
vield some time in opposition when the
Senator has concluded.

Mr. JAVITS. If the majority leader
will permit me to proceed for about 3
minutes, he will find there will be noth-
ing further left to do. I think the chair-
man of the subcommittee and I have
agreed as to the disposition of the
amendment.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Alabama, the chairman of the sub-
committee.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
appreciate the Senator's yielding to me,
He and I voted alike on the interest-
rate issue.

It is not my purpose to discuss that
issue, but I desire to discuss the pro-
posal the Senator has suggested. This
was one of the suggestions which was
talked over between us, and which I also
took up with Mr, Cole, the Administrator
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of the Housing and Home Finance
Agency. Mr. Cole makes an objection to
it, to the effect that the amount proposed
for the insurance would, according to his
words, “provide income totally inade-
quate to cover the administrative ex-
penses and insurance losses for this pro-
gram.”

Of course, we have heard no evidence,
so far as this proposal is concerned, but
I assure the distinguished Senator from
New York that it will receive attention
g}noonnection with the omnibus housing

111,

I may say, Mr. President, that this
matter was discussed in the letter which
I had printed in the Recorb.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
think the proposal of the Senator from
New York should be given careful con-
sideration.

Mr. JAVITS,
colleagues.

I wish to say a word as to why my
attention was fixed on this matter. If
the amendment were put into effect, it
would result in cutting the carrying
charges for the homes which are insured
by the FHA under this program by a
quarter of 1 percent, which, when figured
out on the basis of a long-term repay-
ment of a mortgage, would be an appre-
ciable reduction.

The facts and figures, very briefly, are
these: About three-quarters of a billion
dollars have been taken in as premiums
on FHA mortgages of one-half of 1 per-
cent. At present the reserve funds on
hand as a result of the payment of the
one-half of 1 percent premium are $368
million. From the one-half of 1 per-
cent payments, roughly, $76 million a
year is realized, of which we will still
have some $45 million, after we pay all
the administrative expenses of the FHA
which are chargeable to this particular
‘program.

The balance which is realized by the
FHA is put into two funds. One is the
insurance reserve, and the other is the
so-called property reserve. The only
thing that is done with the property re-
serve is that ultimately the money is
returned to certain of the mortgagors
who happen to be around and who have
paid out their mortgages.

It seems to me an insurance reserve is
legitimate. For a mutual organization
to return money to the mortgagor is not.

The mortgagor ought to have the
benefit of that in his interest payment.

I am very pleased, Mr, President, that
by bringing the matter so forcibly to
the attention of the committee, as I have
by proposing the amendment, it will now
receive attention. I deeply feel that the
next time we have a housing bill under
consideration it will be possible to de-
crease the carrying charges on these
FHA mortgages from 6 percent, as so
many of them are, or five and three-
quarters percent, by one-quarter per-
cent, by virtue of the savings which can
effectively and properly be made.

Mr. President, with the assurance I
have from the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, I withdraw the amendment.

My purpose in proposing the amend-
ment was to bring forcibly to the atten-
tion of the Senate and the committee

I thank both of my
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the need for digging into both these
questions, and I am very pleased to know
that that will now be done.

IMPACT OF EXISTING AND PRO-
POSED TAX LAWS UPON INCOME
OF LIFE-INSURANCE COMPANIES

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the
life-insurance-tax bill will shortly be
before the Senate. We have tried to
find some estimates as to what the pro-
posed legislation would do to various
companies, On Friday, March 7, the
Senate Committee on Finance requested
information along this line from the
Life Insurance Association of America
and the American Life Convention.
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I desire to present two lists, The
first list shows that under the exist-
ing law 51 mutual companies would pay
$302,566,000 in taxes. Under the tax-
forgiveness provisions of the Mills bill,
they would pay $206,625,000, or a sav-
ings to that group of 51 companies of
$95,941,000.

I desire to present also a list show-
ing estimated amounts of Federal income
tax on the 1957 income of the 25 largest
stock life-insurance companies, com-
puted under the formulas of the Mills
bill and the 1942 law.

Those companies, under existing law,
would pay $74,242,000. Under the
so-called Mills bill, they would pay
$54,903,000.
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I ask unanimous consent that these
two lists be printed in the Recorp at
this point as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the lists
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

ESTIMATED AMOUNTS OF FEDERAL INCOME TAX
ON THE 1967 INcOME OF THE 51 LARGEST
MUTUAL LIFE INSURANCE COMPANIES COM-~
PUTED UNDER THE FORMULAS OF THE MILLS
Law AND THE 1842 Law

This information was requested of the
Life Insurance Association of America and
the American Life Convention by the Sen-
ate Finance Committee on Friday, March 7,
These two associations requested the data by
wire of the companies listed below, which
companies, In turn, submitted the reported
data by wire.

Mills law 1942 law Mille law 1942 law
1. Acacia Mutual Life Insurance Co., Washington, D. C. $9G8, 000 | $1, 464,000 || 27. \{utunl Life Insurance Co. of New York, New York,
2_ American Mutual Life Insmancc Cu es Moines, i e e I S $7,300,000 | $10, 500, 000
P ol o R R LR e 121, 000 204, 000 || 28. Mutuul Trust Life Insurance Co., Ch iR 403, 000 603,
3. American 20, National Guardian Life Insurance Co. i ‘Mad
T B P R e 300, 000 4‘9 000 Wis. Bt 100, (00 172, (100
4, Baltimore Life Insurance Co:, Baltimore, Md.... 142, 000 233,000 || 30. National Life Insurance Co,, ey Mont.peller. 7} SR e 2, 003, 000 3, 005, 000
§. Bankers Life Co,, Des Mo]ncs. TOW -z as s et i , 550, 000 3, 593,000 3L I\ew I ‘ngland Mutual Life Insurance Co., Boston,
6. Bankers Life Insurance Com of Ne L 1 wEC i S Ty . 4, 996, 000 924, 000
Lincoln, Nebro........ i SRl 301, 000 477,000 || 32. New York Life Insarance Co., New York, N, Y. 16, 840, 000 a?,méjm
7. Berkshire' Life Insurance Co., Pitisfleld, Mass.__.____ 492, (00 752,000 || 33. North Carolina Mutual Life Insurance Co, Durham,
8. Boston Mutual Life Insurance Co., Boston, Mass__.__ 122, 000 204, (00 N.
9. Central Life Assurance Co., Des Moines, Iowa..____.. 368, 000 587,000 || 34, Nﬂrthwt'stc'm “Mutual Life Insurance Co., Mi- :
10, Mutual Life Insurance Co., Hartford, wakee, Wis. 10,050,000 | 15,000, 000
_______________________________________________ 3, 510, 000 5,260,000 || 35. Pacific Mutual Life Insurance Co., Las Angeles, Calif_ 1, 985, 000 2, 674, 000
11, E lmbla Llfe Assu:anee Society of the United States, 36, Pan-American Life Insurance Co,, New Orleans, La.. 619, 000 BRE, 000
ew York, 25,000,000 | 36,100,000 || 37. Penn Mutual Life Insuranee Co. Plﬂlade]phla Pa... 4, 405, 000 6, 7186, 000
12. ‘Fidelit: Muttm‘t I ife Insurance Co., Philadelphia, Pa. 781, 000 1,185,000 || 38. Phoenix Mutusl Life Insurance Clo. , Hartford, Conn.. 2, 034, 000 2,043,000
13. General American Life Insurance Co., St. Louis, Mo.. 662,000 | 1,003,000 || 80. Preshyterian Ministers’ Fund, Philadelphia, Pa______ 172, 000 279, 000
14. Guarantee Mutual Life Co., Omaha, Nebr.. 219, 000 336, 40, Provident Mutual Life Insurince Co., Philadelphia,
16. Guardian Life Insurance Company of America, New e e s A 2,184,000 | 8,270, 000
ork, N. RN T 1,225,000 1,808,000 || 41. Pmdml.lal Insurance Company of America, Newark,
16. Tome Life Insurance Co., New York, N, Y._._____._ 952, 000 A | Bt et el B SR SRR L T e 38, 360,000 | 57, 000, 000
17. Indianapolis Life Insurance Co., Tndiana Jlis. Indio: 280, 000 438, 42, Becurity Benefit Life Tnsurance Co., Topeka, Kans._ _ 109, 000 183, 000
18, Johu Hancock Mutual Life Insurance , Boston, 44. Becurity Mutual Life Insurance Co., Lineoln, Nebr_. 56, 000 100, 000
_______________________________________________ 13, 860,000 | 10,060,000 || 44, Security Mutual Life Insurance Co Binghuml,on :
19, 'La.tnye&te Life Insurance Co,, Lafayette, Ind....._..__ 63, 000 111, 000 R I L S o 326, 000 470, 000
20, Lutheran Muiual Life Insurance Co., Waverly, Towa__ 190, 000 305,000 || 45. Shenandoah Life Insurance Co., Roanoke, Va__ 122, 000 07, N
21, Manhattan Life Insurance Co., New York, N. ¥..... 000 485,000 || 46. Standurd Insuranee Co., ]’ors]ﬂnd Oreg._ ... = 170, 000 285, (00
22, M usel.la Mutual Life Insurance Co., Spring- 47. State Life Insurance Co Indlanapo!is O e 211, 0600 341, 000
field, Mass 5, 551, 000 8,304,000 || 48. State Mutual Life Assurance Company of America, ;
23, Mal.mml.ltuu Life Insurance Co., New York, N. Y___| 44,743,000 | 64, 931, 000 Worcester, Mass_____ 1, 796, 000 2 000
24, Midland Mutual Lil‘a lnsunmu.\ C-o. Columbus, 49, Union Central Life Insurance Cn "Cincinnati, Ohio_ . 1, 822, 000 2, 736, 000
h 3 5 252, 000 398,000 || 50. Union Mutual Life Insurance Cu Portland, Maine. . 305, 413, 000
51, Western and Southern Life Insumnce Co Cmclnnsti
- 470, 000 _ 722,000 Ohio e E 1, 972, 000 2, 849, 000
26, Muttml Henefit Life Insarance Co., Newark, N. J.... 4, 720, 000 7, 020, 000
Total.. --| 206,625,000 | 302, 566, 000

ESTIMATED AMOUNTS OF FEDERAL INCOME TAX ON THE 1957 INCOME OF THE TWENTY-FIVE LARGEST STOCK LIFE INSURANCE COMPANIES COMPUTED
UnNDER THE FORMULAS OF THE MILLS LAW AND THE 1942 Law

This information was requested of the Life Insurance Association of America and the American Life Convention by the Senate Finance

Committee on Friday, March 7. These two assoclations requested the data by wire of the companies listed below, which companies, in turn,

submitted the reported data by wire.

Mills law 1942 law Mills law 12 law
1, Aetna Life Insurance Co., Hartford, Conn $10, 528,000 | $13, 568,000 || 13. Life & Casunlty Insurance Company of Tennesses,
2, American National Insurance Co., Galveston, Te 1, 723, 000 2, 512, 000 Nashville, Tenn $632, 000 $O71, 000
3. Business Men's Assurance Company of Awmeri 14. Life Insurance Company of Virgin ichmond, Va. 1, 167, 000 1, 664, 000
Kansas City, Mo........ S 593, 000 769,000 || 15, Lineoln Natlonal Life Insurance C‘o Fart Wayne,
4, California Westem States Life Insurance Co “Sacra- Ind.s. .. oo i 3, 717, 000 5, (M0, (0D
R R T T O R S T S I 701, 000 847,000 || 16, Monumental Life Insurance Co., Baltimore, Md_ 470, 000 7306, 000
5. Cmmueut Genm:.l Life Insurance Co., Bloomfield, 17. National Life & Accident Insurance Co,, Nashville,
5, 353, 000 7,350, 000 I o s e e SR (1 L S L 1, 992, 000 2, 788, (00
1, 585, 000 2,051,000 || 18, Northwestern National Life Insurance Co., Min-
neapolis, Minn_. 708, 000 1, 210, 000
1, 673, 000 2,365,000 || 10, Oceidental Life Imsurance C—ompm.ly of California,
1, 001, 000 1, 513, 000 Lon-Angelen, OBl - o ol as o e e 2, 288, 000 2, 951, 000
547, 000 835,000 || 20, Ohio Natlonal Life Insurance Co., Cineinnati, Ohio__ 406, 000 000
21, Bouthland Life Insurance Co., Dallns ek 532, 000 755, 000
AL 1, 740, 000 2,613,000 || 22, Southwestern Life Insurance (‘0 l)ullns, Tex. 1, 000 1, 568, (00
11. ‘Knnsns City Life Insurance Co. City, < 863, 000 1,307,000 || 23, Travelers Insurance Co,, letfnrd Conn.... 13,377,000 | 17, 105, 000
12, Liberw National Life Insurance Co., Birmlngham, 24, United Benefit Life Insurance Co., Omaha, N 708, 000 440, 000
617, 000 040,000 || 25, Washington National Insurance (,u Evanston, I 941, 000 1, 181, 000
Total. 54,903,000 | 74, 242, 000

Mr. ANDERSON. These lists indi-
cate that of the $124 million which the
bill would return retroactively to the
life-insurance companies, $115,280,000
would go to 51 mutuals and 25 of the
principal stock companies. The other
approximately $8 million would go to

the other 1,100 companies, for which all
the tears are being shed.

These small companies need help. The
relief of $20 million proposed for one
company is far greater than all the re-
lief which would go to the one-thousand-
one-hundred-odd small insurance com=-
panies.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. Iyield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Did I correctly un-
derstand the Senator to say that there is
a retroactive provision in the bill?

Mr. ANDERSON. The bill provides a
retroactive rebate of approximately $124
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million to the life-insurance companies
of America.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What is the theory
behind the granting of relief?

Mr. ANDERSON. There is a differ-
ence of opinion. They have been given
this promise year after year for several
wyears, and they made up their state-
ments this year in the belief that they
would be able to get such a bill through
Congress. It has been vigorously op-
posed by some of us who think it is an
improper thing to do.

STATEHOOD FOR ALASKA

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I noted
with great interest in today’s Washing-
ton Daily News an advertisement which
carries an editorial from the Daily
Alaska Empire, a newspaper printed in
Juneau, Alaska.

This editorial deals with the question
of statehood for Alaska in more realistic
fashion than almost any other material
1 have ever seen on the subject. It con-
firms the position I have taken, that the
economy of Alaska is not such at this
time as to support a State, and that the
Congress, instead of voting statehood for
Alaska under present conditions, should
interest itself in bettering conditions
there, particularly in the field of agricul-
ture, so that the people of that Territory
may be able to purchase their food sup-
plies at a reasonable cost.

I also happened to notice, in an article
in today’s Wall Street Journal which
deals with the question of unemployment
insurance, a statement to the effect that
no State had been compelled to borrow
from the $200-million fund which we
established for that purpose, but that in
both 1955 and 1956 the Territory of
Alaska was compelled to borrow from the
fund.

I hope that in considering the bill to
grant statehood to Alaska, which is being
pressed upon us so vigorously, we will
consider the wishes of the people who live
in Alaska, people who have been there
for some time, and not land speculators
or those engaged in Government employ-
ment which is likely to be of limited
duration.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks the editorial to which
I have referred.

There being no objection, the editorial
was order to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

[From the Washington Daily News of March
12, 1958]

Alaska's Delegate RoBerT (BOB) BARTLETT,
has put his finger on the statehood problem
in the only realistic way that it can be
golved for the benefit of the 48 States and
the Territory of Alaska.

Delegate BarTLETT announced February 2
of this year that he has a bill pending in
Congress to remove the 2b-percent ceiling
on the cost-of-living bonus given Federal
employees in Alaska and allowing this 25-

t tax benefit to be placed at a realistic
figure of about 50 percent or more.

Statehood in Alaska is the most misunder-
stood fact facing the House of Representa-
tives and Senate because 1t is loaded with
political emphasis and is sponsored by voters
in Alaska, 80 percent of whom never remam
in Alaska longer than 86 months.
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Congressman Dr. Mriuren, of Nebraska, con-

ducted a survey and found that the over-
whelming majurity of the people of Alaska
only want statehood after some realistic ad-
Justment of taxes and are against statehood
at this time. And yet Congressman MILLER
stated before his survey that he would be
for statehood regardless of what his sample
balloting reflected.
. The Alaska Daily Empire is the oldest dailly
newspaper in Alaska and it has been owned
by three separate families, including the
present owners, who have had Interests and
members of their families in Alaska more
than 60 years.

Considering statehood, this 18 what the
Federal Internal Revenue Department an-
nounced last fall: “The tax collections in
Alaska have dropped from a high of $43,-
566,000 down to $36,431,000, which indicates
that Alaska’s economy has only approxi-
mately 20 percent of the strength of the
Hawallan economy.

In other words, Hawall pays in Federal in-
come taxes five times as much as Alaska ever
paid and Hawall’s 1s increasing and Alaska's
economy is decreasing.

To further reflect the soundness of Alas-
ka’'s economy, 65 percent of all income in
Alaska is paid to Army personnel and Fed-
eral Government employees and because of
the Army spending in Alaska is on the de-
cline, Alacka’s economy is on the decline.

To further reflect the truth about Alaska,
we combined some figures for Mr, Seaton
and for Congressman Mirrer of Nebraska
and this showed that Lincoln, Nebr., had a
far greater amount of money in savings ac-
counts than the total of Alaska and yet the
population of Alaska was approximately
twice the population of Lincoln, Nebr,

Alaskans are the highest taxed group un-
der the American flag, with sales tax and
Territorial income tax and a cost of llving
that runs 50 percent to 100 percent higher
than the balance of the United Btates.

Alaska needs a 10-year moratorium on the
statehood issue, which is a political football,
and is being forced by intimidation on the
property owners of Alaska. During this
moratorium we can put our house in order
to develop industry so that we can afford
statehood at the end of 10 years.

And we need to have Delegate BARTLETT'S
realistic tax concession granted to Federal
employees and extended to all taxpayers in
Alaska for 10 years so Industry can be estab-
lished and we In Alaska can pay into the
Treasury of the United States rather than
being a liability, which is now the case. We
believe industry will bring us revenue and
growth plus statehood.

Now here's some sober thinking for the
Congressmen and Senators who have the in-
terests of the United States in the uppermost
part of their minds: To grant statehood to
Alaska at this time, we would find that the
leftist extreme element in Alaska and Ha-
wali would undoubtedly run a race in case
of war to see which area would voluntarily
join the Communist bloc first, and being
next door to Russia, Alaska might go first.

These Congressmen and Senators should
heed the statement of Dr. Allan M. Bateman,
professor of geology of Yale University, who
said on February 23 of this year: “There are
32 critical minerals ry for su ful
war or peace or industry.” Now what he
didn't say was that Alaska is the great reser-
voir under the American flag for these 32
necessary minerals and statehood at this
time would delay the development of these
minerals for at least 25 years.,

Dr. Bateman stated that Russia alone
has more of these mnecessary 32 minerals
and is less dependent than any country in
the world. The British Commonwealth has
a surplus of 256 of these minerals with a
deficiency of only 7 of these minerals.

He further stated that the United States
is third from the top and is in a serious
position.
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Alasks hias more of these necessary min-
erals. Therefore, statehood taxes and the
welfare of our Nation should be considered
in one package—which is the true way to
develop Alaska. Bring about statehood and
at least a 10-year moratorium by having
Congress wash its hands of this situation
which is festered throughout with leftist
intimidation and is lacking in Integrity and
good for the 48 Btates plus the Territorles.

Our continued request to be heard has
been jockeyed and moved around. Anyone
Who speaks realistically about the develop-
ment of Alaska for the benefit of all of the
United States meets the propaganda of the
emotionists and the leftists and thoze who
put political gain first and our Nation
second,

THE GROWING PLIGHT OF
SMALL BUSINESS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
the Washington Star of March 11 there
appeared a very thought provoking
article by Sylvia Porter on the growing
plight of small business. Miss Porter
warns that unless a real effort is made
soon to solve the problems of financing
and taxation of small business the indus-
trial giants will dominate the economy
more and more.

I ask unanimous consent that this
timely article be inserted at this point
in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Eyvening Star of
March 11, 1958]
TRIUMPH OF GIANTISM
(By Sylvia Porter)

“Within 18 years, all manufacturing busi-
ness and most of the distribution and service
business of the Nation will be controlled by
corporations having more than $100 million
Of asgets. * * »»

So predicted the House Small Business
Committee in January 1957. It qualified its
forecast with only one if—"if small-busi-
ness fallures and big-business expansions
continue at the rate of the past 5 years.”

Today I can report that the committee's
timing for the triumph of industrial giant-
ism is beginning to appear conservative.

The rate of small-business failures is in-
tensifying by the week. So far in 1958,
businesses are failing at the pace of 306 a
week, close to 16,000 a year.

At the same time, the business birthrate
is slowing down. In January new buslness
incorporations were 2.3 percent below the
number of new formations in January a year
ago. In 1957, business births were below

" both 1956 and 1955.

Meanwhile, the merger trend ls as strong
as ever,

Voluntarily or involuntarily, dozens of
medium-big firms merge and consolidate
every day. In addition, the number of com-
panies which do not fail but which dis-
appear nevertheless through merger with
stronger firms or through just simple disso-
lution runs from 850,000 to 400,000 a year
now, authoritative sources estimate.

There's no missing the trend or the rea-
sons behind it.

The squeeze of rising costs of materials
and manpower is a major force. While this
cost squeeze may pinch a big corporation, it
often strangles a smaller one.

The difficulty of getting loans and capital
is an immense factor. While stiff credit re-
quirements may annoy a large corporatiom;

they frequently destroy a smaller one which

can’t get the ¢ash it must have in time and
at a price it can afford to pay.
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Taxes are a brutal killer., In prosperous
periods the tax burden doesn’'t permit a
smaller firm to accumulate a nest egg to carry
it through rougher times. Again, while the
taxload may slash a blg company's net
profits, it often wipes out a smaller one.

And this era of flerce competition is prov-
ing the final blow to painful numbers of
little businesses. The price wars which have
followed the abandoning of fair trade on
emall appliances may be building plenty of
business for the big stores, and they're cer-
tainly giving consumers a chance to grab
some bargains, but the wars also are dooming
small-appliance retailers the Nation over.

There's nothing new about the plight of
small business. The only news Is that the
plight is getting steadily worse.

What, then, did the 1st session of the 85th
Congress, and what did the administration
do about it last year?

Nothing.

Oh, there was plenty of talk., There were
lots of proposals, promises, speeches, pledges,
hearings, “tidbits” of assistance. But when
you ask what important and practical moves
were made, the answer must be: Nothing sig-
nificant was done.

What, then, is the outlook for 1958?

Because of the business recession, because
this is an election year, because some leaders
in Congress really seem to care about pre-
serving our system of free, competitive en-
terprise, there may be some tax-relief meas-
ures, a few other moves.

But there still is no convincing evidence of
a major effort to solve the problems of fi-
nancing and taxzation of small business.
And until this effort 1s made, the industrial
glants will dominate the economy more and
more. And our economic system will con-
tinue to die—fast.

BIPARTISAN FUND RAISING

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
February 25, 1958, I placed in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp an article by John
Obert entitled, “Money, Politics, and the
Minnesota Story.” This article grew out
of and discussed the imaginative experi-
ment conducted in Alexandria, Minn., in
the interest of bipartisan fund raising.

Recently I have been happy to note
that the American Heritage Foundation
has taken up this cause. The New York
Herald Tribune for Saturday, February
15, 1958, contained an editorial entitled
“@Grassroots Campaign Funds.” This
editorial specifically mentions the new
effort which the American Heritage
Foundation is to make and places it in
the context of the Alexandria, Minn.,
experiment.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of this editorial be printed at this point
in the REcoRD.
~ There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

GRASSROOTS CAMPAIGN FUNDS

Two Gallup polls prove that millions of
voters are ready to contribute to the political
party they support—but most of them are
never asked to give. Although exact sta-
tistics are not avallable, experts estimate that
more than 90 percent of the financing in-
volved in Federal elections is done by less
than 1 percent of the population. This is
unhealthy for democracy. The American
Heritage Foundation Is trying to remedy it by
a campaign to broaden the base of political
giving through enlisting the support of more
individuals giving smaller amounts.

When Senator Francis Casg, of North Da-
kota, reported in February 1956 that he
turned down a $2,500 campaign contribution
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because It seemed to him to be based on the
assumption that he would support a bill to
exempt natural gas producers from Federal
regulation, he touched off & Senate Investi-
gation by the Gore committee of the effective=-
ness of the laws concerning political dona-
tions. Among other things, the committee
charged that during the 1966 campaign:

“Although the national committees of the
Democratic and Republican Partles were lim=-
ited to expenses of §3 million each, up to 10
other committees collected funds for each
party in two or more States.

“Although Senators themselves can spend
only a maximum of $25,000 and Representa-
tives $5,000, independent committees sup-
porting them raised and spent much more.

“Although individual contributions are
limited to $5,000, there are so many commit-
tees that one Democrat gave as much as
$70,000 and one Republican as much as
$65,000. =

“Although national committees, Senators
and Representatives have to report on their
expenditures, there were some 300 Republi-
can committees operating at State, county,
and local levels and nearly 250 similar Dem-
ocratic organizations, most of which did not
have to make any reports.”

The American Heritage Foundation, in co-
operation with the Advertising Council, has
proposed a netional, nonpartisan educational
campaign to get more of the American peo-
ple to appreciate the importance of glving
financial support to the candidates or parties
of their choice. In the words of Brig. Gen.
David Sarnoff, chairman of the foundation,
it “looks upon such widespread participation
by the American citizenry as a basic element
of participating citizenship, the fundamental
goal to which our foundation is dedicated.”
Such a campaign would certainly provide
more widespread participation, would
strengthen the vigor of the political system
by enlisting the interest of the grassroots
voter and would probably be a better way of
financing our two-party system. That it
can be done was demonstrated in Alexandria,
Minn., where teams of Republican and Dem-
ocratic solicitors canvassed 1,000 voters in
thiee evenings. They collected $1,200 from
76 percent of those canvassed. It is worth
trying on a national scale.

ANNUAL GIDEON SEYMOUR ME-
MORIAL LECTURE BY DR. HARRI-
SON BROWN

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, on Sun-
day, March 9, the annual Gideon Sey-
mour memorial lecture was given at the
University of Minnesota by one of our
Nation’s leading scientists, Dr. Harrison
Brown, professor of geochemistry at the
California Institute of Technology.

I have noted much comment in the
press which has resulted from Dr.
Brown’s views, but I think his address
is worthy of being brought to the atten-
tion of my colleagues in the Senate. In
this connection, there was an editorial
in the Minneapolis Morning Tribune of
March 10 commenting on Dr. Brown’s
lecture. Because of the difference in
views which has been expressed by other
scientists with respect to Dr. Brown's
views, I ask unanimous consent that
both the text of Dr. Brown'’s lecture and
that editorial be printed in the body of
the Recorp at this point as part of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the address
and editorial were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

Ovur INSTANT oF TIME

Another, brilllant contribution to the
dead-earnest debate over America’s and the
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world’s proper approach to survival was
put before Minnesotans Sunday in the 7th
Gideon Seymour memorial lecture. Sclentist
Harrison Brown underscored the urgency of
the moment by warning that “today, in but
an instant of time, man is called upon either
to exert his power (to control his destiny
and to understand the universe) or forever
to lose it."”

In a sense, Brown joined issue forcefully
with another outstanding speaker recently
here, Henry Kissinger, and with physicist
Edward Teller, whose views have gained wide
attention through his testimony before Con-
gresslonal committees and his public writ-
ings.

With Kissinger, Brown'’s dissent was only
implicit but nonetheless basic. Kissinger,
though he rejects the label of advocate, does
believe in the possibility of and even, under
certaln clrcumstances, the necessity for lim-
ited wars (employing tactical nuclear
weapons). Brown belleves it fantastically
wishful thinking to expect that human be-
ings will handle themselves intelligently and
coolly in these wars and that everyone's
ability to retaliate with massive destruction
will result in stabilization,

Brown's difference with Teller are bluntly,
almost brutally explicit. The chief point
at issue between them is whether it may
be possible to achieve some kind of agree-
ment with the Soviet Union which might
reduce world tensions, offer a political so-
lution to global problems, and head off the
nuclear holocaust toward which Brown fears
we may be marching. Brown feels there can
be such agreement * * * must be. Teller—
out of a deep-rooted hatred of the Soviet
Union which borders upon the fanatie, ac-
cording to Brown—sees no political solution
on the horizon and maintains we have no
choice but to continue our military policy
of nuclear stalemate with Russia.

Such questions, of course, lie in the realm
of another sclence, political, and have to do
with elements, human emotions and reason-
ing not entirely subject to the techniques
and tools used by either Brown or Teller in
thelr fields of special expertness (geochem-
istry and nuclear physics). However, West=
ern sclentists, unlike their Soviet counter-
parts, do study and speculate and debate
outside the narrow confines of their labora-
torles, and their achievements both in their
sclentific flelds and in outside speculation
command respect and attention for their
views.

It may be confusing to the mere laymen
who may ultimately make or shape the na-
tional decisions on these momentous mat-
ters to find disagreement, even deep dis-
agreement, among such eminent men. But
the questions involved are complex, they
cannot be muech simplified without danger,
and they invite difference of opinion, even
among the best informed.

We cannot, however, if we pay attention,
be other than helped in our own thinking
by the shared speculation of men like
Brown. We can be thankful for the free-
flowing channels of communication which
make such sharing possible in our soclety,
whatever burdens and perplexities may be
folsted upon us as a result,

‘BrROWN BaYs NExXT DeECADE OFFERS NEw LirFe
or Doom

(Following is the text of the Gideon Sey-
more memorial lecture given Sunday at
Northrop Auditorium by Harrlson Brown,
professor of geochemistry at California In-
stitute of Technology:)

Today we are confronted with the most
critical, the most desperate, the most dan-
gerous situation in mankind’s long history.
~ The way in which human beings conduct
themselves, and in particular the way in
which we in the United States conduct our-
selves during the next brief decade may well
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determine whether man continues to in=-
habit the earth. In all likelihood, our con-
duct during this short period will determine
whether or not it will be possible for civiliza=-
tion of any sort to thrive.

Almost certainly our conduct will deter=
mine whether or not it will be possible for
man to continue to move forward and attain
the new level of life and understanding—the
new level of richness—which is within our
reach.

Never before have we been in a position in
which the decisions of individual men have
been so critical in determining the ultimate
destiny of all mankind. We are at a junc-
tion which has been thousands of millions
of years in the making and unfortunately
we are only beginning to perceive the real
nature of this turning point.

EONS REQUIRED

A billion or so years were required for our
earth and sun to be formed from primordial
matter. Another billion or so years elapsed
before the first primitive life forms emerged
in the early oceans. Additional billions of
years passed before life evolved to the point
where it could survive on land. Hundreds
of millions of years were required before life
on land evolved to the point where a crea-
ture could emerge which was endowed with
the power of conceptual thought; which
could use tools and which could control his
environment.

It took this creature, man, hundreds of
thousands of years to reach the point where
he could create a civilization. Additional
thousands of years passed before he attained
the power not only of controlling his destiny
but of understanding the universe in which
he lives.

Today, in but an instant in time, he is
called upon either to exert that power or
forever lose it.

It is both ironic and tragic that man, the
only animal capable of both understanding
his environment and controlling it, is the
primary threat to his own survival. He is
able to look up at the stars and wonder. He
is able to build machines with which he
can study both the infinitely great and the
infinitely small. He probes the depths of
the oceans and the earth beneath his feet,
the world within the atom and the universe
of galaxies. His mind enables him to trans-
port himself far into the past and into the
future. He has the power of flying to the
gtars. He has come close to achieving the
almost godlike power of creating life in the
laboratory. And he has the power of de-
stroying the natural life around him on an
unprecedented scale,

As he pursues his endless quest, his probing
into the far reaches of the unknown, there
emerges the bare glimmering of an under-
standing of the how of his universe and of
his place within it.

As yet his degree of understanding is small.
But the important thing is that he under-
stands enough to realize that he can under~
stand, if he persists in his quest, and if he
preserves the tools which he now has to-
gether with the wherewithal to create new
ones. And he is even sufficiently bold to be-
lieve that he need not stop once he under-
stands the how of his universe—that there
remains the problem of the why. And
that, too, he believes he may one day answer,

MAN CREATES BEAUTY

But man is capable of more than cold
mechanistic understanding—he is capable of
emotional feeling as well. He can feel and
appreciate the beauty of his universe and of
the wondrous laws which regulate its mo-
tions. He can isolate himself on a moun-
taintop or in a forest, and without attempt-
ing to understand he can feel the beauty
which engulfs him.

He can close his eyes in a concert hall and
permit the sounds to transport him into a
world where emotional experience is the only
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reality and understanding is both impossible
and unnecessary. He can feel the beauty of
life, both of the flesh and of the spiirt. And
where nature is deficlent, he can create
beauty where it had not previously existed—
beauty in words, in sound, in sight, in touch,
and in a varlety of unclassifiable emotional
experiences.

Yet this same creature, who is endowed
to such a high degree with the powers of
understanding, of feeling, and of creating,
now finds himself threatened by the very
qualities of nature which were responsible
initially for his emergence. He permits in-
stincts which were formed in a totally dif-
ferent environment from that in which he
now lives to dominate his actions. He de-
stroys that which he does not understand
and which might possibly be a threat. He
thinks of today and ignores tomorrow. He
is concerned far more with himself than with
the community of mankind to which he be-
longs. He tolerates ugliness and selfishness
in the interest of expediency, And he toler-
ates expediency without thinking of the
long-range effects of his actions and his
inactions.

I do not wish to imply that if we survive
the next decade our problems will be solved.
Indeed, for as long as our clvillzation lasts
we are going to be faced with critical prob-
lems involving its perpetuation. But I do
wish to make clear the fact that we are
called upon today to make decisions which
will have vastly greater effect upon man-
kind’s destiny than any decisions which have
thus far been made in the course of human
existence,

No declslons which Alexander or Caesar
or even Hitler could possibly have made
could have determined whether mankind as a
whole would live or die. They could make
decisions which could determine the des-
tinies of their own civilizations and cultures.
Their decisions could result in a speeding
up or a slowing down of progress. But no
decision within their power could have
excluded the later emergence of new civili-
zations. No decisions on their part could
have resulted in the destruction of the
greater part of humanity.

By contrast, the decisions we make today,
if they are wrong, can result in exactly that.
Can we as a Nation and as a people devise
the means of forestalling the unprecedented
dangers which confront us? This is the
overwhelming question of our age.

MEN THINK OF TODAY

If we were to compile a comprehensive list
of those characteristics of man which operate
to his disadvantage, very high in relative
importance would be his reluctance to look
ahead. He thinks primarily of today. He
takes actions aimed at satisfying immediate
needs and ignores their long-range conse-
quences. And his failure to look ahead fre-
quently precludes actions aimed at
preventing the emergence of serious new
problems.

In a soclety which is relatively stable, in
which there is little or no change either in
the soclety or in its external environment
from one year to the next, it is not necessary
to look ahead. And even were one inclined
to do so, one would see but an interminable
sameness.

These were the conditions which prevailed
in the millenniums during which the ancient
empires of the East reigned supreme, or
later during the centuries of Roman suprem-
acy, or still later in the Middle Ages. To
be sure there were changes in those societies,
but they were slow when compared with the
life span of a human being. So slowly did
changes take place, they were usually not
noticeable from one generation to the next,
Totally new problems appeared only at in-
frequent intervals.

For as long as a soclety could cope with
the new problems as they arose, it survived.
But when new problems emerged with which
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the soclety was unable to cope, death was the
inevitable result.

By contrast with the rates of change which
prevailed in the ancient civilizations, those
in modern industrial societies are fantasti-
cally high. And we must recognize that so
rapid is the rate of change, the solution of
the immediate problems which confront us
today will by no means stem the tide, that
there will be even more problems tomorrow
of even greater complexity.

EMOTIONS ENTER

It is clear that both the recognition and
the anticipation of problems are necessary
for our survival, It is obvious, however,
that recognition and anticipation are not
sufficient, that problems demand solution,
And unfortunately it often happens that al-
though most problems can be solved on the
intellectual level, they all too frequently re-
sist solution on the emotional level. All of
us know of problems where the sclutions
might make a great deal of sense intellectu-
ally, mathematically, economically, biologi-
cally, and morally, but where the solutions
would not be valid for the reason that they
would not be acceptable to most of the peo-

le.

The fact that problems must be recognized
and anticipated if we are to survive indeed
makes life seem difficult. Even were we
called upon only to arrive at intellectual
solutions to these problems life would seem
unreasonably complex, But called upon as
we are not only to anticipate, to recognize,
and to arrive at conclusions intellectually,
but to arrive at conclusions which will sat-
isfy most people emotionally as well, I fear
is a challenge so great that it makes pessi-
mists of most of us.

Certainly such thoughts have made a pes-
simist of me—although I would like to stress
that I am a pessimist with hope. Somehow
I have the feeling that once people under-
stand the major problems which confront
us, they will find solutions. And I feel that
even those who don't really understand the
problems might eventually turn out to be
at least somewhat tolerant of the solutions
which emerge.

This afternoon I will speak primarily of
problems, but at the risk of irritating you
I will speak but little of solutions. With
the conviction that problems must be spelled
out before they can be solved, I hope to out-
line the major problems which confront us
today, as I see them, together with those
which will in all likelihood confront us
tomorrow,

NUCLEAR WAR THREAT

The most obvious threat to our survival
today is nuclear war with the Soviet Union.
This is also the most immediate threat, but
I would like to stress that in the long run
it is not necessarily the most serious one.

For more than 12 years we have been
locked in an arms race with the Russians.
Both parties in this race fully realize that
war between them is a very real possibility.
Both sides have expended prodigious ef-
forts almed at putting themselves in the po-
sition of winning the war should it break
out. Both sides have been developing varie-
ties of nuclear armaments for tactical, stra=-
tegic, and defensive purposes.

The race has led to the concentration of
tremendous technological resources upon
military problems and has resulted in the
emergence of dramatically new techniques
of waging war.

Efforts to secure some measure of arms
limitation have failed repeatedly and there
is little prospect that disarmament nego-
tiations will be reopened in the near future.
The United States now relies in large meas=
ure for its defense upon her ability to retal-
iate with devastating power against an
AgEressor.

Today we can strike with planes carrying
nuclear bombs and which stand ready for
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practically instantaneous takeoff from a
worldwide network of bases. Tomorrow we
will be able to strike with missiles carrying
nuclear warheads launched from both sta-
tionary ground and mobile sea bases scat-
tered throughout the world. The Russians
also presumably have the means of striking
with devastating power using planes, pos=-
sibly with submarine-based missiles and
soon with land-based long-range missiles.

We in turn are engaging in an intensive
program aimed at developing a variety of
nuclear antiplane and antimissile devices.
We recognize that in the event of war far
more nuclear explosives may be detonated
in the process of defending ourselves than
in striking at the enemy.

We recognize further that the radioactive
products of these explosions can result in
far more deaths than those resulting from
the bombs which are aimed at cities. In
part for this reason we have been working
intensively on the development of a so-
called clean H-bomb.

Deadlocked as we are with the Soviet
Union and hoping that the threat of retali-
ation will prevent the outbreak of a major
nuclear war, we have reached the conclusion
that small or limited wars are perhaps in-
evitable. We have, as a result, embarked
upon a program of devising nuclear arma-
ments which are particularly suited to this
type of war.

The proponents of preparedness for lim-
ited nuclear war apparently believe that
the leaders of nations will be guided pre-
dominantly by rational considerations and
that they will handle their warmaking in
a sufficlently wise manner that the boat will
not be rocked unduly—that fear of the con-
sequences will prevent the outbreak of an
allout nuclear war involving the strategic
use of megaton bombs.

INFLUENCE EXERTED

There are many sincere proponents of the
view that massive preparations for massive
retaliation and for limited war represent
the only realistic path toward security at
the present time. Outstanding among these
proponents is a group of men, symbolized
in the public mind by Dr. Edward Teller,
and who exert enormous influence upon our
policies in this area.

Indeed, the combination of Dr. Teller's
position, his prestige, his knowledge, and the
iron wall of secrecy which enables him to
make statements which cannot easily be
checked or refuted by critics outside and
often inside the Government, gives this
group a degree of influence in the area of
policy formation which rivals that of any
group of persons in our country in modern
times.

In a recent article in Foreign Affairs and
still more recently in an article in Life mag-
azine Dr. Teller explains his views concern-
ing disarmament. He states that “since a
political solution of the global problem is
nowhere in sight, it has been proposed to
make the world more peaceful by eliminat-
ing the means rather than the causes of

He then goes on to say, "There are at pres-
ent two major reasons why such schemes are
doomed to failure. One is the existence of
the Iron Curtain. The other is the nature
of modern scientific discoveries.” He states
that it is obvious that the Second World War
was brought about by a race in disarmament,
and although he notes in passing that his-
torical analogies are not reliable, it s amply
clear that he is convinced that any agree-
ment on our part aimed at achieving some
degree of arms limitation would be suicidal.

Concerning the Iron Curtain, it seems
clear to me that Dr. Teller is motivated by a
deep-rooted hatred of the Soviet Union
which borders upon the fanatie, From this
hatred there stems the belief that no agree-
ment with the Soviet Unlon can be trusted
and-that in our modern technological age no
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inspection system can be relled upon. “In
the contest between the bootlegger and the
police,” he says, “the bootlegger has a great
advantage.”

The combination of his fear of the Soviet
Union and assoclated with it his fear that
the United States might engage in disarma-
ment agreements have led Dr., Teller to make
some statements which are designed to con-
vince but not necessarlly to clarify.

Concerning control of H-bomb tests he
says, “Actually a nuclear test is easily no-
ticed only if it is performed in the most ob-
vious manner., There can be no doubt that
if a nation wants to carry out tests in se-
crecy, observation will become difficult and
uncertain.,” He then minimizes the dangers
of radioactive fallout from testing with
statements which are somewhat reminiscent
of the old saying that gonorrhea is no worse
than a bad cold.

And finally, Dr. Teller argues that the very
rapldity of technological progress renders
disarmament an impossibility. “Sclentific
and technological developments,” he says,
“have produced and will produce unexpected
types of weapons. How shall one check
whether such weapons exist when the person
who does the checking does not even know
what he is looking for?"”

Thus, the American people have placed
before them the rationale for what is, in
effect, our policy today—a policy which stems
primarily from fear and hatred of the Soviet
Union and which has produced a blindness
concerning other serious short-range and
long-range problems. I, for one, believe that
this almost fanatic fixation, this blind fear,
this hatred which causes us to look upon the
Soviet Union as the only threat, and which
leads us to justify practically everything we
do or don't do on the basis of what the Sovlet
Union does or does not do can, in the long
run, lead to disaster.

SECURITY CONSIDERED

At this point I should like to make my
position with respect to the Soviet Union
clear. I dislike her form of government as
intensely as I dislike any totalitarian regime.
I believe that she would, if given the oppor-
tunity, dominate the world. Her recent
behavior in Hungary was despicable.

I do not believe that she would keep agree-
ments unless it were to her advantage to do
so0. I also believe that science and technol-
ogy have placed In the hands of the Soviet
leaders weapons of both persuasion and coer-
cion of such power that the prospects for a
dramatic change in the nature of Soviet lead-
ership are remote.

But I do not belleve that the Soviet leaders
are stupld, nor that they are necessarily
blinded by preconceived goals fo the extent
that they would attempt to achieve those
goals by means which would seriously jeop-
ardize their own security. And here, I be-
lieve that we should keep in mind that secu-
rity in the eyes of the Soviet leaders has two
aspects—the first 1s the security of the
nation; the second is the security of the
regime.

These aspects of the problem should obvi-
ously be recognized and taken into account
in our attempts to extricate ourselves from
the morass in which we find ourselves. But
there is a difference between taking facts into
account coolly and logically and permitting
ourselves to become so hysterical over the
facts that we establish a blind, one-track
policy, which in the long run may be sulcidal,

‘We have seen that the policy as prescribed
by Doctor Teller is to continue the arms race
into the indefinite future. He offers us no

short-term prospects or even remote long-
range hopes for an end. There must be no
disarmament. We must wage an endless
sequence of little wars. We must continue
developing new and more effective weapons
for offense and defense. The specter of
nuclear holocaust will be ever-present. We
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must resign ourselves to this and shape our
way of life accordingly.

‘Where might such a policy take us in the
long run? What will happen not only to
our own culture but to the rest of the world
if we pursue such a policy for the next
quarter century and if, by some miracle,
catastrophe does not intervene in the mean-
time?

TECHNOLOGY ASSESSED

Recently I have had the opportunity of par=-
ticipating in a serles of discussicns concern-
ing these problems which have been held
under the sponsorship of the National Plan-
ning Association. A group, composed about
50 percent of scientists, a number of whom
possess conslderable knowledge of weapons
systems, has been surveying the general tech-
nical and political problems of disarmament.

In our first working paper we have at-
tempted to take a long look into the future
and to assess what military technology might
be like In another 20 to 25 years in the
absence of any weapons-control agreements.
The picture which unfolds, I regret to say,
is not a pretty one.

‘We must realize that today we are in the
middle of an enormous revolution charac-
terized by the rapid spread of industrializa-
tion throughout the world. Hand in hand
with the growth of industrialization goes
the power of waging modern war. Within
the last half century we have seen the growth
of industrialization and of war-making po-
tential in Japan. We all know what hap-
pened as a result.

More recently we have seen the growth of
industrialization in the Soviet Union and we
see today what is happening as a result.
But I would like to stress that the Soviet
Union is by no means last on the list, that
we are closer to the beginning of this revo-
lution than we are to the end. China is
industrializing and already she is causing
trouble. Other areas of the world will fol-
low—India, Africa, the Middle East, South
America. We must recognize that the poten-
tial for waging modern war is likely one day
to become worldwide,

FALLOUT INCREASES

As nuclear weapons are increasingly taken
for granted in fighting small wars, the tech-
niques of making them and of using them
will become worldwide—and here I mean all
nuclear weapons ranging from the artillery
shell to the superbomb. I suspect that
about 15 nations will be in the business of
manufacturing nuclear explosives within the
next 25 years. In another 25 years the
number may well be double that.

This brings up one point concerning which
Dr. Teller and I are in complete agreement.
If weapons are to be used they must be
tested. Presumably each nation will run its
own testing program and the level of radio-
active fallout, which Dr. Teller calls insig-
nificant, may well increase another ten=-
fold,

Today this insignificant effect results in
the deaths of perhaps a few thousand per-
sons each year who might not otherwise
have died (Dr. Teller would probably express
this diffierently, the average length of life
is shortened by only a few hours). Tomor-
row the annual additional deaths might well
be numbered in the tens of thousands.

In the next quarter of a century we will
make great advances in the struggle for space
supremacy. There will be manned satel-
lites, television observation satellites, radar
satellites, bomb-carrying satellites. And as
we are driven relentlessly into space, we will
also be driven relentlessly into the oceans.

There will be missile-carrying submarines
which will be capable of descending to vastly
greater depths than do those of today and
which will be even less subject to detection.
There will be underwater vehicles driven by
remote control which will carry thermonu-
c}:;ar explosives capable of destroying coastal
cities.
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And In 1975, T can see in a flight of fancy,
an article in Life magazine, written by Dr.
Edward Teller, grand old man of science and
father of the H-bomb, who by then has suc-
ceeded in establishing a crash program at
the Livermore laboratories aimed at beating
the Russians to the moon.

He is worried that the then-current Soviet-
American negotiations aimed at placing the
moon under United Nations jurisdiction
might succeed, and in eloquent words he de-
scribes how such an agreement might work
to our disadvantage. He states that “since a
political solution of the space problem is no-
where in sight, it has been proposed to make
space more peaceful by eliminating the
means for waging war in space.”

He then goes on to say that “there are at
present two major reasons why such schemes
are doomed to failure. One is the existence
of the iron curtain. The other is the nature
of modern sclentific discoveries.” He con-
cludes ominously, “Actually the establish-
ment of a lunar base is easily noticed only
if it is established in the most obvious man-
ner. There can be no doubt that if a natlon
wants to establish such bases in secrecy, ob-
servation will become difficult and un-
certain.”

MEANS ACHIEVED

But to return to the problem of military
technology, we are faced during the course
of the next 25 years with the prospect of
seeing one nation after another achieve the
means of manufacturing nuclear explosives
and of delivering them with planes, missiles,
and submarines. With the addition of each
new nation to the list, the problem of
achieving control of any sort will increase
enormously. As missiles become more de-
pendable agents for delivery increased em=-
phasis will be placed upon the use of nuclear
explosives for defensive purposes.

Eventually most nations will be heavily
armed with these weapons. Stockpiles for
offensive purposes will be numbered in the
hundreds of thousands, and those for de-
fensive purposes will be numbered in the
millions.

Within this anarchic framework there will
be little wars in which tactical nuclear
weapons will be used. We are asked to be-
lieve that human beings will handle them-
selves intelligently and coolly in these wars
and that everyone's ability to retaliate with
massive destruction will result in stabiliza-
tion. No nation, it is argued, will employ
H-bombs strategically for fear of being de-
stroyed herself.

The degree of wishful thinking which is
involved in this view is, I believe, fantastic.
In a rapidly changing world, such a situation
would be about as stable as a billiard ball
balanced on a pinhead.

To persons who doubt this, I can only say
that a Tunisian village was bombed the
other day as the result of an order which was
given by an officer who acted rashly and
without the knowledge of the government
of France. This was not the first time a
French officer has taken a rash action on his
own and it may not be the last.

Imagine if you will & world in which nu-
clear weapons of all sizes have become com-
monplace and widespread. Couple this with
the ever-present possibility of rash military
action such as we have just witnessed in
Tunisia. Add to this the prospect that rash
actions can be precipitated in virtually every
reglon of the globe. Mix with this the con-
sideration that individual human beings are
more likely to act in a crisis on the basis of
heated emotlons and deep-seated fears than
on the basis of considered judgment. Add
to this the extent to which ignorance per-
meates human society. Add, for what it is
worth, our knowledge from past history con=-
cerning the frequency of occurrence of wars.

Now examine all of these factors and ask
yourselves for how long a time you honestly
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believe violence on a large scale can he
avoided. Our opinions will, of course, vary.
But I believe that most of us who are able
to divorce ourselves from our tendency to
indulge in wishful thinking would agree that
the time which stands between us and large-
scale disaster some place In the world is
agonizingly short.

WHOM TO BLAME?

There will also be another problem.
Against whom does one retaliate? If Min-
neapolis were sutldenly destroyed today, we
would know that either a large meteorite or
the Russians were to blame, and being that
the fall of a large meteorite is perhaps con-
siderably less probable than a Russian at-
tack, we would retaliate with full force
against the Soviet Union.

But what about tomorrow? If San Fran-
cisco Is destroyed by a nuclear bomb
launched from a submarine in 1880; against
whom should we unleash our power? We
might guess that the Russians were to blame.
But what about the Chinese, the Egyptians,
the Japanese, the Peruvians, the Indlans?

I do not believe that much imagination is
required to appreciate that such a situation
would be intolerable and probably in the
long run fatal. Yet, it is the kind of situa-
tion which will almost certainly emerge if we
pursue our present policies.

Thus far we have discussed the most ur-
gent of our survival problems. But we must
realize that in the decades ahead we will be
faced with other and in a sense even more
difficult ones involving not only our biologi-
cal survival, but the survival of individual
freedom as well.

I am convinced that if the Soviet Union
were, by some maglc, to disappear tomorrow
our situation would not be greatly eased—we
would soon be confronted by other difficul-
ties of equally grave magnitude. I am con-
vinced that as industrialization continues its
relentless spread, within the framework of
international anarchy, we are going to be
faced by new Germanys, new Japans, and
new Soviet Unions.

FUTURE PROBLEMS

As worldwide consumption of goods in-
creases and as the earth’s resources of high-
grade raw materials diminish in abundance,
we will be faced with the necessity of apply-
ing our sclence and technology on an un-
precedented scale to the task of surviving
on the leanest of natural materials.

As the population of the world continues
its accelerating rise, mankind will be faced
with problems of providing living space and
adequate food and shelter for billions of new
additions to the human community.

As industrialization spreads we will be
faced with the prospect of watching more
and more nations shift to totalitarian forms
of government in the interest of shortening
their periods of transition and in the inter-
est of their own military survival.

As our own population grows, as the pres-
sures from outside become even more intense,
as our industrial network becomes increas-
ingly complex, as the problems of military
defense become even more involved, we will
be confronted internally by extraordinarily
difficult problems involving our learning how
to live in an industrial society.

‘We have only seen the beginnings of rules
and regulations designed to regulate and
bind men's actions. In Dr, Teller’'s world
of the future, the world of the armed peace,
the brush-fire war and the do-it-yourself
air-raid shelter, the people of the United
States will be driven steadily toward in-
creased organization, increased conformity,
and increased control over the thoughts and
actions of the individual.

In the face of the powerful modern tools of
persuasion and coercion I fear that what
dignity and freedom we still possess may one
day vanish,
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TOTALITARIAN DRIFT

Today we are arming ourselves against the
Soviet Union because we are afraid she may
destroy us. But equally important, we are
arming ourselves because we don’t like totali-
tarianism in any form. Would it not, then,
be ironic if in the process of combating totall-
tarianism in this narrow manner, it were to
descend upon us through the back door?

China has already embraced communism.
I believe that the pressures of eking out an
existence will soon force Japan to return to
the totalitarian fold. Several months spent
in India have led me to the belief that we
should not be surprised were that nation to
attempt to emulate China. And even in our
own country I would not be surprised if we
were to drift into some form of totalitarian-
ism which we would, of course, continue to
call democracy.

I would now like to say that if I really
thought that the dismal future which I have
discussed thus far were inevitable I would
not be with you now discussing the matter.
If a friend of mine were suffering from an
incurable disease,. I would not be inclined
to give him a vivid description of the nature
of his disease, nor would I be inclined to
give him a detailed outline of his future
agonies.

On the other hand if I believed my fricnd's
disease curable, and if an understanding of
his difficulties were a prerequisite for the
cure, I would be inclined to describe his dis-
ease to him and to project its course into
the future as best I could.

CURES ARE POSSIBLE

I am not at all certain that the political
diseases which now infect mankind can be
cured. But I believe that cures are possible,
And for as long as the possibility of cures
remains I believe we should do everything
we can to find them and apply them. I be-
lieve further that our present policies can
be likened to the ancient practices of blood-
letting or of applying leeches—practices
which stemmed from ignorance rather than
from knowledge and which killed more often
than they cured.

I have already stated that it is not my in-
tention this afternoon to discuss solutions
to our problems. But I would like to dis-
cuss in the few remaining minutes some
possible approaches to solutions.

First we must take both the long vlew
in time and the broad view in personal out-
look and ask ourselves: What kind of a world
do we want? When we examine the future
in time perspective we must recognize that
change will be the major characteristic of
our society for many decades, and perhaps
for centuries. We must recognize that one
day, other nations may be as powerful, or
perhaps even more powerful than ours.

In our thinking in time perspective let
us keep in mind the tremendous superi-
ority enjoyed by the United Eingdom for
s0 many years. There were many reasons
for the decline in British power, but certainly
one of the major ones was the failure of the
leaders to take a long view of the future.
They worked, often brilliantly, on the im-
mediate problems of the day, but they failed
to come to grips with the problems of the
future until it was too late. Secondly, they
attempted to maintain a vaguely defined
status quo, much as we in the United States
are doing today, not realizing that change
was as much & characteristic of their worid
as it is of ours.

It seems to me that our primary long-
range -objective should be to do what we
can to help create a world in which the great
majority of the people have the opportunity
of leading free and abundant lives. But
when I look at the world of the future it
seems obvious to me, and I believe also to
most persons who think about the problem,
that world anarchy is incompatible with
this objective.
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Enforceable world law is the only alterna-
tive and I believe that we should both under-
stand this and state it clearly as one of our
long-range goals, recognizing fully that
enormous difficulties lie in the path.

STABILITY NEEDED

Our second long-range goal should be to
make the industrial transition in the pres-
ently unindustrialized parts of the world as
painless as possible. We should recognize
that a world in which a few own much and
in which many persons suffer deprivation, is
inherently unstable. Even were we to look
at the problem golely from the selfish point
of view, the elimination of starvation in In-
dia would appear to be more to our advan-
tage in the long run than the development
of the ultimate in intercontinental ballistics
missiles.

In connectlon with the second goal we
should realize that our modern science and
technology can in principle, in the absence
of catastrophe, enable mankind to provide
an abundance of food and goods for an in-
definitely long period of time. Given the
will and the mobilization of effort, there is
little doubt that large-scale deprivation
could be eliminated from the world scene.

I realize that being in favor of eliminating
starvation and deprivation is like being
against sin—Iit s respectable, but only for as
long as operational detalls are omitted. In
the present situation the operational details
are loaded with concepts which give rise to
strong emotional reactions.

One of these, which I have already clted,
is world law or world government, which is
our only alternative to world anarchy. An-
other, for example, is birth control, which is
our only means for adjusting to the conse-
quences of death control, which we have
practiced for so many decades.

In assessing our long-range goals it seems
to me essentlal that we do everything we can
to divorce emotion from such concepts, and
others like them, and give them the hard-
headed respectability which they deserve.

EDUCATION IS GOAL

Our third long-range goal should be the
education of people. We have got to realize
that we are simply not sufficiently well-
educated to survive in our complex industrial
world, that the savage in the jungle is far
better equipped to survive in his world than
we are in ours.

We have reached the point where we have
become completely dependent upon the
smooth functioning of our science and tech-
nology for our survival—yet few persons
know anything about what science is, how
it operates, or what its potentialities and
limitations are. A savage in the jungle who
knows nothing about the operations of his
own tools and weapons, or the habits of the
plants and animals about him cannot survive
for long.

In addition, we have become dependent
upon our ability to accumulate new knowl-
edge which can enable us to control the forces
of nature. Yet we are producing far fewer
scientists and engineers than we need today,
and our needs tomorrow will be even greater.

Our fourth long-range goal should be to
decrease the vulnerability of industrial so-
clety to disruption. No matter how success=
ful we are in the decades ahead in disarma-
ment, in world development or in the
achievement of enforceable world law, the
specter of nuclear war will be with us for
a long time in the future.

As our industrial network is now arranged,
the destruction of a few well-chosen centers
could result in complete stoppage of our
production, and in effect could result in the
death of our Nation. It is possible, I belleve,
to rearrange our network in such a way that
our vulnerability would be greatly reduced.

I have only mentioned four aspects of
what I belleve our long-range goals should
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be—world law, world development, education
and, related to it, the accumulation of new
knowledge, and the lessening of our vulner-
abllity, There should undoubtedly be many
more goals. But whatever they are, they
should be stated forcefully and clearly in
terms that all people of the world can un-
derstand. Given a clear statement of our
long-range goals, it is then possible to for
mulate short-range goals which make sense.

URGENCY NOTED

Of all of our short-range goals, the one of
overwhelming urgency, it seems to me, is to
secure agreements which would make it ex-
tremely difficult for the Soviet Union and
the United States to engage in large-scale
nuclear war and which would severely
hinder, if not completely stop, the spread
of nuclear military technology to the rest of
the world.

Dr. Teller belleves that any such agree-
ments would work to our disadvantage be-
cause we could not be certain that the Soviet
Union might not “bootleg” tests. I chal-
lenge this view, and in doing so I do not
stand alone in the scientific world.

I believe that Dr. Teller is willfully dis=-
torting the realities of the situation. I be-
lieve that it is possible for us to secure
agreements with the Soviet Union to stop
tests and I believe further that the agree-
ments could be of such a nature that the
Soviet Union would adhere to them because
it would be very much to her advantage to
do so. I also belleve that it is well within
the realm of feasibility to establish a detec=
tion system which would make the bootleg-
ging of tests extremely difficult, if not im-
possible.

I would now like to speak more specifically
and outline a possible sequence of steps
which could be taken which I believe would
ease the present critical situation and which
would create an atmosphere within which
longer-range goals might be pursued.

TESTING HALTED

First, we could agree to stop testing
nuclear explosives of all sorts for a specified
period of not less than 1 year and not more
than 3. This agreement should be divorced
from all other aspects of military technology
and all international-political considera=-
tions. The existing detection stations, lo-
cated In varlous parts of the world, would
render difficult gross violation of the agree-
ment in the short time during which the
agreement would be in effect.

The staffs at the warious nuclear arma-
ments laboratories here and abroad could
make plans for new weapons and they could
assemble devices for future testing on as
large a scale as they might desire.

During the first few months of the agree-
ment, an international conference could be
held, composed primarily of scientists and
technologists in the military-nuclear field,
for the purpose of discussing in detall the

. technical requirements for detecting nuclear

tests in relation to their size, nature and
method of detonation. I believe that such
a group could, in a relatively short time
agree upon a scheme which would be work-
able both technically and politically.

DETECTION OUTLINED
It seems likely to me that a worldwide
network of landbased detection stations,
spaced approximately at 1,000-mile intervals,
coupled with a similar network of observa-
tion ships over the oceans would be a reason=
able recommendation. These stations would
be equipped with the most modern seismo-
graphs, microbarographs, and radiation-
detection instruments and they would be in
daily radio communication with a central
detection headquarters.
The network of detection stations could be
under United Nations jurisdiction and oper=
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ation. The stations could be located and
operated in such a way that other aspects of
& nation's military program could remain
unobserved. Once agreed upon, stations
could be established first in those areas of the
world where tests have been conducted thus
far. Then over a period of § to 10 years the
network could be extended over the entire
surface of the earth. In the meantime the
original short-term agreement could be
Placed on a permanent basis,

But what about Dr. Teller's bootlegger?
Would not the United States be at a dis-
advantage? We would not think of violating
such an agreement, but the Russians might
expend vast efforts in attempts to conduct
tests in secret.,

I believe that there is an answer to this
difficulty, Remote though the possibility of
conducting tests in secret might be, it is con-
ceivable that some bright young scientist
might think of a way of circumventing the
agreement. In view of this possibility and
in order to place the United States on an
equal footing with the Soviet Union, I would
be inclined to legalize secret nuclear tests—
in short to make the bootlegging of tests
an honorable profession.

DANGERS CURTAILED

The agreement which I visualize would not
be one to stop all nuclear testing. It would
be an agreement to stop all tests which could
be detected by the established network, This
would mean that no appreciable radioactivity
could be poured into the atmosphere to con-
taminate the air, no appreciable air pressure
waves could be initiated, no large ground-
shocks could be generated.

It would mean further that our sclentists
and technologists at Los Alamos and Liver-
more could be kept happy and busy exploring
all possible roads which might enable them
to circumvent these formidable restrictions.

I believe that it is possible for us to ap-
proach the problems of controlling missiles
and satellites which will soon be upon us, in
a similar way—although the technical
problems will be much more formidable.
Yet here also I believe we can reach agree-
ments which can be kept because it would
be to the interest of all parties to keep them.

As a start it should be possible to place the
region outside the earth's atmosphere under
United Nations jurisdiction and to establish
a system whereby a satellite could be
launched only with United Nations approval
iollowlng inspection to ascertain its func-

ion.

I realize that it Is a long way from cessa-
tion of nuclear tests and the assignment of
the control of space to the establishment of
a truly peaceful world. But it seems to me
that we have got to start some place and we
have got to start soon. We are rapidly ap-
proaching the time when it will be too late.

It is time that our policymakers face the
realities both of the present and of the fu-
ture and conduct our affairs accordingly. It
is time that we abandon our narrow view of
world affairs and our negativistic approach
to them, and establish positive policies which
have meaning, which can be understood
abroad and which can effectively. get us
started on the path toward peace. v

It is time that we realize that we in the
United States, the most powerful, the richest,
and technologically the most advanced na-
tion in the world are in the position to take
leadership in the creation of a world such as
has been dreamed of by man for thousands
of years but never realized—a world in which
freedom reigns, in which all persons are able
to lead abundant lives, in which all persons
are free from the fear that the skles may
once again darken with the clouds of war.
I realize that this is a big order. But the
order is no greater than the stakes we forfeit
if we lose our race with time.
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STIMULATION OF RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3418) to stimulate resi=
dential construction.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on final
passage of the bill, in order that all
Senators may be informed that a yea=
and-nay vote is expected.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi=
dent, we are approaching the close of de-
bate on one of the most important
measures we could pass to combat the
recession.

A few weeks ago, I met with union rep-
resentatives of my State. They reported
on conditions in their areas and the facts
they had to present gave no cause for
comfort.

One of the darkest pictures was that
in the building trades industry.

One after another the facts rolled in.

In one city in the South High Plains,
30 percent of the carpenters out of work.

In union halls on the gulf coast, idle
workers congregating in the hope that
someone would call for their services.

In heretofore expanding towns of east
Texas, no new construction in sight to
take up the employment slack.

Legislation to stimulate housing at this
time has an unusually strong appeal.
Not only will it put skilled workers back
on payrolls, but it will provide more
homes for the families of America.

The experts of the Senate Banking
Committee estimate that this measure
could stimulate at least 200,000 extra
housing starts in 1958. If the estimate
is correct, this could put more than 10
percent of our unemployed back on the
job.

Mr. President, under any -circum-
stances I would consider this essential
legislation. Homebuilding is not ex-
panding as rapidly as the needs of the
Nation. It has fallen below levels that
are adequate.

Even this bill would do more than
restore homebuilding te what it was 3
years ago.

Mr, President, this is only one of the
measures which are to come as the re-
sponse of Congress to the serious emer-
gency which confronts our workingmen
and women.

We have already approved a resolution
to speed up the eivil works which Con-
gress has already authorized and funded.
Before the week is over, I hope we will
have completed action on farm legisla-
tion.

Shortly thereafter, I hope we can pro-
ceed to the highway bill, and a measure
to establish capital banks for small busi-
ness. I also anticipate facing up to a
proposal to establish a Public Works Ad-
ministration to engage in long-term
planning and to be ready to go in the
event a large-scale public-works pro-
gram becomes essential.

We will face up—1I hope very gquickly—
to the question of tax cuts. I have not
come fo any firm conclusion on this
issue. But I believe we owe it to our
fellow Americans to end the suspense at
the earliest possible moment.
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There is no intention here of jumping
into crash programs or poorly-thought-
out schemes. The steps we are taking
are steps that will be carefully consid-
ered by prudent men.

But neither are we going fo allow
catch phrases and Madison Avenue slo-
gans to sabotage the steps that must be
taken.

I wish to congratulate the very able
chairman of the Committee on Banking
and Currency [Mr. FuLerigHT] and his
associate subcommittee chairman, the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN],
for the many long hours of arduous
effort they have devoted to the bill
which we are about to pass.

I express my appreciation also to
members of the minority who have co-
operated in reporting this proposed leg-
islation. I hope we may soon have a
heavy vote in favor of its passage.

We cannot forget that we are con-
fronted with an emergency—at least it
is an emergency to 5,200,000 men and
women. There is no intention to dis-
rupt the economic life of America by
rash moves., But there is an equal de-
termination not to disrupt further the
lives of 5,200,000 men and women by
procrastination and delay.

Mr. President, the committee has
done an excellent job. This is a bill
which I believe can be supported
proudly.

I hope that it is approved by an over-
whelming vote and that we can start this
legislation marching on its way to the
relief of our fellow Americans.

Mr. President, I believe it is appropri-
ate here to point out that no Member of
the Senate has shown a greater aware-
ness of the housing problem than the
junior Senator from Oregon.

He has been in constant contact with
me and with his colleagues. Just last
week, I received a letter from him on
the housing and other economic needs
of Oregon and I ask unanimous consent
that it be printed in the Recorp at the
end of my remarks.

In this, as in all other matters, the
junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. NEU-
BERGER] has displayed the keen interest
that is to be expected from a Senator
who is trying to give his constituents
the highest type of service.

The people of Oregon have shown ex-
cellent judgment in sending him to the
Senate. They assured themselves rep-
resentation of the ablest, most patriotic
and effective type.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR
AND INSULAR AFFAIRS,
March 6, 1958.
Hon, LYNpoN B. JOHNSON,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.
Dear LynpoN: You were kind enough to

invite my opinion as to what action the
Senate could take to do most for Oregon’'s
lagging economy and high rate of unems=
ployment.

In my opinion, there 1s no doubt that this
action would be passage of an effective and
adequate housing bill to encourage the early
construction of a large volume of new homes
throughout this country.
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Oregon produces more lumber than any
other State; about 75 percent of that lumber
goes into housing. When housing is down—
as it has been under this administration’s
progressively higher interest rate policies—
lumber output is down, and Oregon is gripped
by unemployment, mill closures, declining
sales along Main Street. The other States of
the Pacific Northwest are similarly affected.

One need not be a prophet of gloom and
doom to recognize the depressed business
conditions in Oregon. All the facts illumi-
nate this reality. Unemployment has gone
on so long that many insured workers have
already exhausted their full quota of bene-
fits, thus they do not show in compilations
which currently place Oregon in second place
in percentage of insured unemployment. Of
105,276 persons filing claims for unemploy-
ment benefits in the first 7 months of the
1957-58 benefit year, 5,318 already have drawn
their full amount and this number is in-
creasing at the rate of more than 800 a
weelk,

On top of all this, public asslstance pay-
ments in Oregon in December of 1957 topped
the $3 million mark for the first time in the
history of the State Public Welfare Commis-
slon. This reflects the burden of direct re-
lief of those not covered by unemployment
compensation and of those whose unem-
ployment benefit protection has expired.
Lumber production in the Northwest Douglas
fir belt during December was 16.6 percent
below the November level and an alarming
19.3 percent below December of 1956. De-
partment store sales for Oregon in Decem-
ber were at an index of 106, compared with
the year earlier figure of 115.

Even before effects of tight-money policies
were felt nationally, Oregon’s economic
health began to dwindle, During the winter
of a year ago, this conditlon was erroneously
diagnosed as a seasonal decline, However,
the sharp drop in housing starts, reduction
of the backlog of new orders for lumber
and other factors forecast more serious con-
sequences. At that time, I urged study for
designation of Oregon’s major metropolitan
area as one having a labor surplus. I did
this eo that contracts for Federal purchases
might be channeled into the area early
enough to partially restore employment. It
was not until last month, when joblessness
touched one out of every 8 persons covered
by unemployment insurance, that the Port-
land metropolitan area was placed on the
list of distressed employment centers,

These events illustrate the results of pol-
lcles which do too little, too late and give
urgency to our efforts to accelerate action
on a broad and dynamic housing program.
Danger still exists that the administration
will continue to ignore underlying factors,
thus failing to act with the required prompt-
ness. There have been predictions that an
upswing in employment will come this
month, or in April or May. No one needs
a crystal ball to foresee a rise in jobs during
later months of this year. That has been
the historic pattern of our Nation’s employ-
ment trends—even in depression years.
What must be sought is an antirecession
program of sufficient volume and velocity
to carry the economy above its former pla-
teau when the upturn comes.

In my opinion, a vastly expanded housing
program will be the key to achievement of
such a goal. Housing absorbs a wide varlety
of materials and manufactured products
and requires a large amount of manpower.
Money funneled into the economy through
this avenue shows up guickly in the market
place.

There are other beneficial social and fiscal
aspects of an enlarged housing program.
Our Nation will have difficulty turning the
tide against spread of slums and inade-
quate housing until a rate of new starts in
the neighborhood of 2 million units an-
nually is achieved. Moreover, money de=
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voted to housing has less of an inflationary
jmpact because—even with a large degree
of Government support—housing atfracts
funds derived from savings into the avenues
of commerce.

The lumber Industry is so responsive to
conditions in the housing market that an
early improvement in the Oregon situation
is possible through a housing program of
broad scope undertaken at an early date.
A program including direct Government
loans to reach the middle-income bracket
housing market, more rapid scheduling of
public housing construction, expansion of
FHA lending authority, and acceleration of
urban renewal projects would certainly pro-
vide stimulus for restoring prosperity to
my home State, as it would to other parts
of the country.

Low-cost Federal power from sites like
John Day, Libby and Hells Canyon is an-
other urgent need for improvement of the
econiomy of my State. Expansion of publie
works projects far above the unrealistic
level proposed by the administration also is
needed, and I intend to work for larger al-
locations for vital Oregon projects through
the House and Senate Appropriations Com-
mittees. But it takes from 5 to 7 years to
construct great projects such as these which
would strengthen our long-range industrial
base through greater diversification. Hous-
ing starts would give a far earlier and
prompter forward thrust to Oregon’s eco-
nomic situation.

I am pleased to have had an opportunity
to give my views on means of reversing the
down-hill trend of our economy. Flease
be assured of my desire to cooperate in your
efforts to bring forth the constructive hous-
ing program needed to meet the present
perilous situation.

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely,
RicHARD L, NEUBERGER,

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, in
connection with the remarks of the dis-
tinguished majority leader on the hous-
ing bill, I wish to acknowledge at this
point the very active interest taken in
the measure by the majority leader him-
self. He early sensed the need for legis-
lation which would put people to work.
I remember one day early in the session,
at the beginning of the year, he talked
with me about a housing measure which
would put people to work. That is what
we have tried to do in the pending
measure.

I should also like to say that we have
had the finest type of cooperation in the
Committee on Banking and Currency on
both sides of the table. Everyone was
eager to have a bill passed which would
do the job, and I believe the pending bill
will do it. The only controversy was on
the subject of the interest rate, and we
all saw how sharp that controversy was.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Iappreciate
the remarks of the Senator from Ala-
bama. I commend my able colleague
from Oklahoma [Mr. MonroNEY] on the
gallant fight he made on the floor of the
Senate.

Mr. SPARKMAN. We should not for-
get the very fine cooperation that has
been shown on the housing measure by
the distinguished Senator from Indiana,
the ranking minority member of the
Committee on Banking and Currency
[Mr. CareaarT]. He was eager to get a
bill through.

By the way, if the Senator from Texas
will permit me, I should like to make one
more observation concerning the serious=
ness of the present situation. So far
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I am one who has not viewed the pres-
ent situation with exceeding alarm. I
have thought of it all along as one that
could become dangerous, but only if we
did not act quickly enough to stop it.
I certainly felt that we could act quickly.

In the report which came from the
Secretary of Labor, there appear some
charts which I commend to the atten-
tion of every Senator. They show a
sharp decline in employment and a pre-
cipitous incline in unemployment. That
line runs sharply up.

I have heard the statement made, in
connection with economic matters, that
if a change is rather steady and gradual,
there is nothing to become excited about,
but if it is a sharp break, then there is
something to become excited about. It
is not possible to have a sharper break
than that shown on the chart in connec-
tion with unemployment in comparison
with employment. That facts lends em-
phasis to the statement of the majority
leader.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, I must leave the Chamber, but
first I shall yield to the Senator from
Oklahoma, with the request that when
he has concluded he suggest the absence
of a quorum before final vote is had on
the bill. He is authorized to assign the
available time as he sees fit.

Mr. MONRONEY. First I should like
to congratulate the Senator from Indi-
ana on his victory. I now yield to him.

Mr. CAPEHART. That is very gra-
cious of the Senator from Oklahoma.
Mr. President, I send some amend-
ments to the desk and ask that they be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HopriTzeLL in the chair). The amend-
ments will be stated.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, a parlia-

mentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. BUSH. What is the pending
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York has withdrawn
his amendment. The amendments of-
fered by the Senator from Indiana will
be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 9, lines 20
and 21, it is proposed to strike out “20
days” in each place it appears and insert
in lieu thereof “20 working days.”

On page 8, line 24, before the
comma, to insert “or expects to do so
within 10 additional working days."”

On page 10, line 2, to strike out the
quotation marks.

On page 10, between lines 2 and 3, to
insert the following:

(3) As used in this subsection, the term
“working days” means calendar days ex-
clusive of Saturdays, Sundays, and legal
holidays.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, it
was the intention of the committee to
give 20 days for the specific purpose
stated, exclusive of Saturdays and Sun-
days. It is therefore necessary to amend
the bill to exclude Saturdays and Sun-
days.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. Iyleld.
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Mr. SPAREMAN. The Senator from
Indiana has discussed this question with
me. So far as I am concerned, I am
perfectly willing to accept the amend-
ments.

Mr. MONRONEY and Mr.
PHREY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen-
ators on both sides of the question yield
back the remainder of their time?

Mr. MONRONEY. I should like to re-
serve my time on the final passage of
the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the
Senators yield back their remaining time
on the amendments?

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes.

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing, en bloe, to the
amendments offered by the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART].
bl'I‘he amendments were agreed to en

oc.

Mr. HUMPHREY., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. Iyield tothe Sena=
tor from Minnesota.

Mr, HUMPHREY. It was my inten-
tion to offer an amendment to the bill re-
lating to section 6, on page 13, which
would have restored section 605 of the
Housing Act of 1957.

I discussed the matter with a number
of my colleagues and also with the chair-
man of the subcommittee and the chair-
man of the full committee. I should like
to ask the chairman of the subcommittee,
the distinguished Senator from Alabama,
whether in the regular housing bill
which is apt to be considered later, the
whole matter of discount rates will be
taken up again, in light of the trouble
we have had with the discounting prac-
tice, and in view of the fact that in the
pending bill, as I understand, FNMA is
instructed to buy up to 99 percent of the
value of the mortgages, or at least up to
$115 billion.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. The Senator is cor-
rect. As I said a moment ago, the bill is
a hurry-up measure, in an attempt to try
to get housing starts going. We provide
in the pending bill that FNMA shall have
authority to buy all mortgages up to
$13,500. TUnder the special assistance
program in existing law, it is required to
pay 99 percent of par. Therefore, the
matter of discount control is not of con-
cern at the moment. In order to be
technically correct, let me say that the
law requires it to pay par, but there is a
1 percent fee for handling, so that makes
it 99 percent.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Had the Monroney
amendment which would have stabilized
the interest rates, been adopted, I would
have felt that it was not nearly so im-
portant that we have control over dis-
count rates. However, one of the most
vicious practices that has developed in
the housing finance field is the practice
of discounting paper. It has the ten-
dency to raise the interest rate. That is
the indirect effect.

Mr. SPAREMAN. An 8-point dis-
count is equal to a 1 percent increase in
the interest rate.

Mr. HUMPHREY. TIs it the Senator’'s
view that the provision contained in the

HUM-




4130

act of 1957 worked to the disadvantage of
the home buyer?

Mr. SPARKMAN. We have been told
50 by the people who have had to admin-
ister the law, and the people who finance
the mortgages. They tell us that this is
the effect, because it scares investors
away.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it the Senator's
view that with the high interest rate
which is now authorized by the bill,
money will be available?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Plus the special
assistance program of FNMA.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Plus the special as-
sistance program of FNMA, money will
be available without the rather obnox-
jous practice of discounting?

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I hope that when
the Committee on Banking and Currency
begins to consider the general housing
program, which I gather will be done
this year——

Mr. SPARKMAN. We plan to start

the hearings immediately after the
Easter recess.
. Mr, HUMPHREY. I hope the dis-
counting practices will be thoroughly re-
viewed, and that the Commissioner will
be called in for a much more careful
examination than was possible during
the consideration of the special emer-
gency program which we are about to
pass.

I shall not press the point fonight; but
at the time the regular housing bill is
considered, I respectfully request that
the chairman and the other members of
his subcommittee inquire intensively and
in detail into the discounting practice.
I hope they will ask the Commissioner
for his recommendations as to how that
practice can be stopped.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I give to the Sena-
tor from Minnesota my personal assur-
ance that not only will we inquire into
it, but that we shall watch it carefully
as this program gets under way. It will
be a matter of interest and concern to us
at all times.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the Senator
from Alabama agree with me that those
who are lenders of money under the
emergency housing program and under
any housing program ought to be on
guard lest they abuse the privileges
which are accorded them, and not en-
gage in the discounting practic.?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I certainly do.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I serve notice now
that if the discounting practice con-
tinues in the manner in which it has been
used in the past, in the light of the
action of Congress relating to interest
rates on FNMA purchases, I shall be
back when the housing bill is before the
Senate with an amendment even
stronger than that which was placed in
section 605 of the act of 1957.

Mr, SPARKEMAN. That was the Sena-
tor's amendment which was accepted at
that time by the Senate.

Mr,. HUMPHREY, I hope I will have
some support of my proposal.

Mr. SPARKMAN. There is no differ-
ence between the Senator from Min-
nesota and me concerning this practice.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor from Alabama.
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Mr., CARROLL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. CARROLL. I commend the Sen-
ator from Alabama and the Senator
from Minnesota for making the REcorp
crystal clear that the passage of the bill
without the discount provision will not
place a stamp of approval on the dis-
count practice, which is injurious to the
buyer.

As T recall the legislative history, in
1951 there was a statutory regulation.
Then last year Congress provided what
was, at least, a discretionary action on
the part of those in charge of the hous-
ing program. This time we have with-
drawn it.

The ultimate effect of the bill actually
will not minimize or diminish the inter-
est rate to the home builder in Colorado
at all.

The report says that this matter is
difficult to administer. Very often the
minimum standards which are set be-
come the maximum standards.

I think the Senator from Minnesota is
absolutely correct. We ought to estab-
lish a real watchdog committee—a hous-
ing watchdog committee—as the junior
Senator. from Alabama has said, to
wateh the discount rate practice. We
can be very easily misled by the bill
which we are about to pass by the dele-
tion of an important provision from the
bill.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It should be under-
stood by the lenders and other financial
institutions that by the passage of the
bill they are, in a sense, put on their
honor and their good behavior. If they
exercise the prerogatives they seem to
think they have, of discounting to the
point where it has a substantial effect on
the interest rate, they will have to face
another legislative battle in Congress.

I know the Senator from Colorado will
be in the forefront of that struggle, as
will other Senators who have spoken to
me, including the Senator from Okla-
homa ([Mr. MoxronEY], the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, and the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE].
We do not intend to stand idly by and
see the interest rates raised, first, by act
of Congress; second, by the repeal of a
provision which allows banks and lend-
ing institutions to run the market at
their own pace.

Not only do we hope the Commitiee on
Banking and Currency will exercise a
watchdog operation upon this matter,
but that other committees of Congress,
too, can bhe alerted to it.

I was speaking only recently to the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Loxcl,
who said that even the Select Committee
on Small Business, in some of its opera-
tions, could interest itself in this matter.
Happily, the chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Housing of the Banking and
Currency Committee is the chairman of
the Select Committee on Small Business.

Mr. CARROLL. I remember the bril-
liant work done last year by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gore] and the arguments made by the
distinguished junior Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY].

Notwithstanding the action taken by
the Senate today, as a result of the
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tie vote which was broken by the Vice
President, this is only one step in the
legislative process. The House of Rep-
resentatives can act on the bill. If can
give protection, just as the Senate
sought to do. The House, historically,
always has been closer to the people. I
hope the House will take a very close
look at the bill., They know that 47
Senators have a deep concern about the
increase in interest rates.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I subscribe to the
words spoken by the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. HompHREY] about practices
which will sap the strength of the bill
we contemplate passing. Any activity
by any segment of the economy which
will take from the ordinary citizen the
benefits which Congress contemplates
giving, by this bill will be contrary to
the purpose which I will have in mind
when I vote for the bill. The taking of
an unjust discount rate from a man who
wants to buy a house ought to be
watched and condemned.

But I go beyond that. Any segment
of the economy, whether labor leaders,
banks, contractors, or building material
suppliers, which contemplate receiving
special benefits from the passage of the
bill ought to be warned. I listened to
the words of the leader of the majority,
who said that labor leaders in the build-
ing crafts unions came to him and said
that a great many of their members
were out of work. I suggest to the Sen-
ate that in this year, while we are pro-
viding money to reestablish the economy
and to help Americans build houses, we
should be watchful so as to guard
against, if possible, a huge wave of de-
mands for increased wages and increased
prices by material suppliers which will
be financed by the general taxpayers and
will destroy the purposes we have in
mind as we pass the bill.

I want to vote for the hill, but I shall
watch with interest to see how quickly
the labor leaders and suppliers step in
and ask for 25- and 30-cent-an-hour
wage and also price increases, which will
reduce the size of the house which a vet-
eran will be able to buy, and will nullify
the purpose of the bill,

The purpose of the bill is to reestab-
lish the economy. While the general
taxpayer is contributing te the fund
which will make possible the buying of
the mortgages, we should call upon all
segments of the economy to join shoul-
der to shoulder to hold the price line,
and to recognize that we are in a reces-
sion, and that we should cooperate in the
effort to help the economy pull out of it.

I ask the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, while he is watching other
things, to watch to see that in the depres-
sion the cost of building houses does not
go up. If the cost goes up, there will be
shame upon us in taking money from the
general taxpayers and spending it.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
join with the distinguished chairman of
the Subcommittee on Housing [Mr.
SearkMaN] and the distinguished Sena-
tor from Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY] in
condemning, in the strongest possible
terms, the shyster practice which has
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grown up of discounting Government
guaranteed mortgages. The purpose of
the Government guaranty was fo en-
deavor to give a full dollar’s value for
every dollar invested in such a mortgage.

However, when a mortgage is dis-
counted by 10 cents on the dollar, that is
a concealed manner of giving the vet-
eran only 90 cents for each dollar of his
mortgage.

I hope our committee will search for
every possible way to end what I con-
sider to be one of the most onerous of
all the practices that have grown up in
the mortgage field. I trust that a way
can be found to put an end to it. .

If, 6 years ago, such mortgages had
been discounted, that practice would
have been made the subject of a Con-
gressional committee investigation.
However, today, that is standard op-
erating procedure even for the Federal
National Mortgage Association. I sus-
pect that today the discount rate is be-
ing set by that Government agency. I
believe we should put an end to this
despicable discount practice.

Mr. President, today the Senate voted
to make a 16-percent increase in the in-
terest rates. If the discount practice
continues, the United States Senate will
have been played for a sap. I hope
the practice will be ended beyond any
question.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HosLiTZELL in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma yield to the Senator
from Indiana?

Mr. MONRONEY. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the Recorp should be kept straight,
Under the law the Congress passed—and
the bill was voted for by almost every
Senator who was present—the Con-
gress provided that when the FNMA pur-
chased mortgages, it should purchase
them at the market, and that it could
not purchase them above the market.
From time to time the Congress has
admonished the FNMA not to purchase
mortgages above the market, and it has
not been supposed to purchase them
above the market.

If we do not like what has been done
under that law, the law will have to be
changed.

Mr. MONRONEY. What I meant to
say was that more times than not the
FNMA discount rate has set the pattern
for the discount rate throughout the
country; and instead of buying the mort-
gages at the market rate, the FNMA
has been setting the market rate. I be-
lieve it is despicable for a Government
agency even to condone, much less to
establish, a practice of giving the veteran
only 90 cents for each dollar of his
mortgage money.

Mr. SP. . Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoms yield to me?

Mr. MONRONEY. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Alabama.

_Mr. SPARKMAN. Of course, the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma knows that I have
brought up this matter many times in
the subcommittee’s hearings. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has placed his fin-
ger exactly on the trouble spot.
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Let me say that the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. CapeHArRT] has correctly
stated the situation. The mistake was
made by the Congress in the 1954 act, by
reconstituting the FNMA and by making
it a profit-making institution and by
giving it the direction which the Senator
from Indiana has correctly pointed out.

I agree with the Senator from Okla-
homa that as a matter of fact the Fed-
eral National Mortgage Association, a
Government agency, ought not be a
profit-making organization, It ought
to influence the market toward par, in-
stead of away from par, as is the case at
the present time.

I agree that in order to accomplish
that, a change in the basic law will be
required.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, the
FNMA was established under the Demo-
cratic administration, for the original
purpose of stabilizing &t par the Govern-
ment-insured mortgages which, in fact,
are as good as Government bonds.

But as a result of the practice which
has developed since the changeover—
and it was urged upon us by many per-
sons in the home-construction field—the
FNMA has become a quasi-moneymak-
ing institution, and has been engaging in
what I believe the loan sharks call
“shaving paper.” In other words, the
interest rate has been “loaded,” but the
borrower has not read the fine print.
That is the practice today, and it will
continue to be the practice if we permit
the FNMA to continue to operate as it
does at the present time. I say it is a
despicable practice; and it should be cor-
rected at the earliest possible time, and
by means of the strongest possible law.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield again
to me?

Mr. MONRONEY. I am glad to yield.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I was interested in
the statement the Senator from Okla-
homa made, namely, that a Govern-
ment-guaranteed mortgage is almost as
good as a Government bond. In fact, if
possible, one type of Government-guar-
anteed mortgage—that is to say, the
mortgage on Capehart housing——

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator from
Alabama means the type of mortgage
for which the bill will increase the inter-
est rates, does he not?

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Yes. If possible, a
Government-guaranteed mortgage on
Capehart housing ought to be better
than a Government bond, because a
Government bond is guaranteed only
once, but a mortgage on Capehart hous-
ing is guaranteed three times; and today
the Senate voted to increase the rates of
interest applying to such mortgages—
which action I suppose constitutes a still
stronger guaranty.

Mr, CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, sev-
eral times today I have heard Senators
say on the floor of the Senate that a
mortzage on Capehars housing is as good
as a Government bond. I wish to say
that the same can be said of everything
connected with the name CAPEHART, in-
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cluding CarexaRT's word and CAPEHART'S
promises. All of them are equally as
good as Government bonds.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, we
hope everything connected with the
name of the Senator from Indiana is
regarded in that way.

Mr. President, I should congratulate
the Senator from Indiana for the very
successful fight he has made. I wish to
congratulate the chairman of the com-
mittee for the very fine fight he has
made. Above all, I realize that I should
congratulate the President of the Senate,
the Vice President of the United States.
Let me say that never before have I been
so completely knocked out as I was today
by the final punch delivered by the Vice
President. It is one which I shall do my
best to avoid in the future. [Laughter.]

Although I protest against increasing
the interest rates on these mortgages at
a time when other interest rates are
dropping, and although I protest against
the $1 billion premium, the payment
required to the moneylenders, neverthe-
less I feel that I cannot vote against the
bill, when my colleague, the chairman
of the Housing Subcommittee of the
Banking and Currency Committee [Mr.
SparkmMaN], with whom I serve on that
committee, and with whom I served for
12 years in the House of Representa-
tives—a body which in some ways is
closer to the people of the country than
is the Senate—has taken the position
that the Senate should pass the bill, and
that then, in the conference, the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate will have
an opportunity to reach a decision as
between the interest rates voted by the
House of Representatives and the high-
er interest rates voted today by the Sen-
ate with the help of the distinguished
Vice President.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. McNAMARA. I thank the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma for his courtesy in
yielding to me.

Mr. President, I desire to state that
I subscribe to the sentiments and views
which have been expressed by the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

I shall vote for the bill, despite the
fact that it includes a provision for the
high interest rates, which I believe are
most unjustified, particularly in view of
the colloquy which has just occurred
between the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SearkMan] and the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. MonrOoNEY], who have
pointed out that the faith and eredit of
the United States are behind these
mortgage loans, and guarantee them,
and that, therefore, under the existing
economic condition, there is no justifi-
cation for requiring such high interest
rates.

However, Mr. President, despite the
high interest rates which are provided
for by the hill, I take the position that,
in view of the prevailing unemployment
and the desperate situation of those who
are unemployed, I should vote for the
bill. Therefore, I shall vote for it.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Oklahoma yield to
me?
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Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yield to the distinguished junior Sena-
tor from Texas, who has waged such an
able fight for low-interest rates.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, T
desire to congratulate the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma for the able
fight he has made in opposition to the
unconscionably high interest rate for
which the pending bhill provides.

I also desire to asscciate myself with
the position taken by the Senator from
Oklahoma, as indicated by his remarks
in opposition to the discount practices
now prevailing, and also as indicated by
his remarks in opposition to the higher
interest rate established by the bill.

I shall vote for the hill because its
enactment is needed.

However, Mr. President, this situation
reminds me of a story I was told when I
was a young man. The story was that a
boy about 18 years of age was about to
drown, while another boy who was swim-
ming was holding onto a log. The boy
who was drowning screamed for help.
The boy who had hold of the log yelled, “I
will shove it out to you for $20.”

In other words, the boy who had hold
of the log was demanding that a pre-
mium be paid by the drowning boy for
his survival.

Mr, President, that is similar to what
has been required by the proponents of
the higher interest rate.

As the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LavuscHE] has said, they know that a de-
pression and a recession exist. I con-
gratulate the Senator for stating the
facts. The people know a depression and
a slowdown exist. Fortunately, they
have not been going on for years and
vears; and, fortunately, the Govern-
ment—especially the Members of the
Senate on this side of the aisle—is mov-
ing to do something about this situation.

But then to say—as the bill now pro-
vides—that, as the price for giving as-
sistance to the millions of workers who
today are unemployed and are walking
the streets, the payment of a higher
price, by means of higher interest rates,
will be required, to me is unconscion-
able.

Mr. President, I am proud to have
joined today in the fight which has been
made under the leadership of the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MONRONEY].

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the Sena-
tor from Texas.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Cklahoma yield to me?

Mr. MONRONEY, Iyield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I,
too, wish to associate myself with the
position which has been taken by the
Senator from Oklahoma.

I feel very strongly that the higher
interest rates are wholly unjustified, are
improper, will have an adverse effect, and
will retard the effect of the other provi-
sions of the bill in putting people back
at work.

Mr. President, I shall vote for the bill;
but I shall do so with a very heavy
heart. I shall vote for the bill because it
is my understanding, on the basis of the
testimony which has been given by the
distinguished senior Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SpargMAN], the outstanding
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expert in this field, that the bill, when
enacted, will put 500,000 people to work.

Under the circumstances, although it
will result in an increase in interest
rates, I have no choice but to vote for
the bill.

Mr. MONRONEY. I am not so sure it
will result in an increase in interest rates,
because if I understand the psychology
of the Members of the House, they are
going to lcok a long time before they buy
a package such as the Senate has bought
today.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am glad the Sen-
ator has pointed out that fact. For
whatever little influence it may have on
the conferees’ report, I hope an oppor-
tunity will be presented for them to keep
the interest rates as they are, and to
agree on a hill which will not result in
inereasing interest rates.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the Sena-
tor.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. It has been my privilege
and pleasure to serve with the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma in both
Houses of Congress. I have seen him
make many able and vigorous fights.
This is surely one of them. In almost
every fight he has made I have been on
his side. I have been on his side today.
I congratulate him on a brilliant job,
and I am sorry he suffered defeat at the
hands of the Vice President of the United
States—an event he will long remember.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank my distin-
guished colleague. His remarks almost
make up for the disappointment of los-
ing the amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so that I may offer an
amendment?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield for the pur-
pose of having the Senator from Louisi-
ana offer an amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have an
amendment at the desk, which I offer
at this time and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Louisi-
ana will be stated.

The LecrsLaTivE CLERK. It is proposed
to insert the following at the appropriate
place:

It is the sense of the Congress that interest
rates for housing loans as of March 12, 1958,
were too high, and that the Federal Reserve
Board should exercise its powers to assure
that an adequate volume of money and
credit should be available to assure that
housing loans subject to guaranties by in-
strumentalities of the United States Govern-
ment should be available at a rate not to
exceed 4’,6 percem'. per annum {asemmlng
that no discount 1Is pald).

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the purpose
of the amendment is to make it clear
that the Federal Reserve Board should
see to it that there is adequate credit
and that there are adequate funds avail-
able for housing loans at 45 percent
interest, as Congress from time to time
has indicated is desirable.

We have heard the argument made on
the floor, by Republicans in the main,
and by a few of our Democratic members,
that they voted for higher interest rates
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on loans for veterans and others in order
that housing may be built. If that argu-
ment is sound, and if those Senators are
against high interest rates, if they are at
heart in favor of having veterans and
others obtain housing loans at reason-
ably low interest rates, they should cer-
tainly join us in having the Federal Re-
serve Board, which instrumentality was
created by the Congress, see to it that
credit is made freely available for such
purposes, at reasonable rates of interest.
The question is that simple. They will
not have to resolve any conflict of con-
science as to whether they are for higher
interest rates and housing, or low inter-
est rates and no housing. They can say
they are for housing and for low interest
rates. If they believe that the way to
get housing is to see to it that housing
funds are available at reasonable interest
rates, this is the way to do it.

Senators have asked from time to time
how we can go about getting reasonable
interest rates. We have been challenged
by leaders in favor of high interest rates
as to what we can do about it. The first
thing I would like to do is have Congress,
which created the Federal Reserve
Board, tell the Board that it is the sense
of Congress that 4152 percent is a high
enough interest rate to pay on Govern-
ment guaranteed loans.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr., President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Of course, the

Senator is aware, is he not, that the Fed-
eral Reserve Board has reduced the dis-
count rate another half percent, mak-
ing it now 215 percent? I know the Sen-
ator from Louisiana wants to be fair in
his discussion. A moment ago he made
the all-encompassing statement that the
Republicans opposed the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Oklahoma. I
think the Recorp will show, and I am
sure the good Senator noted, that there
was a division on both sides of the aisle
on that vote,

Mr. LONG. I quite agree.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Both Republi-
cans and Democrats divided on the vote.

Mr. LONG. It is my estimate that
about 80 percent of the Republicans
voted against the provision which, in my
judgment, would have led to lower in-
terest rates, and about 80 percent of the
Democrats voted for the provision which
would have led to lower interest rates.

My proposal will resolve a conflict of
interest. It will permit veterans to have
housing by expressing the sense of Con-
gress that 45 percent is enough interest
to pay for Government-insured mort-
gages.

The Senate Finance Committee has
been studying the matter for the past
year. Lengthy hearings have been held.
I should imagine that the printed hear-
ings will comprise over 2,000 pages. The
committee heard the Secretary of the
Treasury, the Under Secretary of the
Treasury, and the Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board. We have heard con~
flicting testimony and conflicting an-
swers, and we can count on one thing;
at a time when the Nation appears to
be having a serious recession, it would
be desirable to have housing loans avail
able at reasonable rates,
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I hope the Senate will adopt the pro-
posal that it is the sense of Congress
that interest rates on housing loans are
presently too high and should be re-
duced.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, a parlia=-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Frear in the chair). The Senator will
state it.

Mr. BUSH. I should like to ask
whether the question before the Senate
is an amendment or a resolution.

Mr. LONG. It is a resolution express-
ing the sense of Congress that interest
rates on housing loans guaranteed by
the Federal Government should be avail-
able at 45 percent and that the Fed-
eral Reserve Board should use its powers
to see that that obtains.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I raise a
point of order.

Mr. LONG. I am offering this pro-
posal as an amendment to the bill.

Mr. BUSH. I raise a point or order
and a parliamentary inquiry as fto
whether a resolution of this type is ap-
propriate upon the pending bill.

* Mr, LONG. This is not a resolution;
it is an amendment to the bill.

Mr. BUSH. I thought the Senator
said it was a resolution.
Mr. LONG. I am offering it as an

amendment to the hill, to express the
sense of the Congress. I am saying we
should state it is the sense of Congress
that no more than 4. percent is a fair
rate of interest on a Government-guar-
anteed housing loan.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, may we
have the proposal now pending read?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will read.

The LEGISLATIVE CrErk. It is pro-
posed to insert in the appropriate place
the following:

It is the sense of the Congress that inter-
est rates for housing loans as of March 12,
1958, were too high, and that the Federal
Reserve Board should exercise its powers to
assure that an adequate volume of money
and credit should be available to assure that
housing loans subject to guaranties by in-
strumentalities of the United States Gov-
ernment should be available at a rate not
to exceed 414 percent per annum (assum-
ing that no discount is paid).

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
move that the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Louisiana be laid on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is not in order at this time.

Mr, BUSH. Mr. President, I raise a
question as to whether that motion is
in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Connecticut desire a rul-
ing from the Chair?

Mr. BUSH. I do.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the
opinion of the Chair that the amend-
ment is germane.

Mr. BUSH. Is it in order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'The
amendment is in order.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask that
the yeas and nays be ordered on this
amendment,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr, CAPEHART. Mr. President, a
point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lone] has
the floor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a
point of order—a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a point
of order. The Senator from Louisiana
suggested the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair did not hear the suggestion.

Mr. CAPEHART. A parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Just a
minute. The Chair will advise the Sen-
ator from Louisiana that a call of the
roll will have to come out of his time,
if the Senator suggests the absence of a
quorum.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr.
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. CAPEHART. Why is the motion
to lay on the table the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Louisiana not
in order? ]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will advise the Senator from In-
diana that the Senator from Louisiana
has the floor. ]

Mr., CAPEHART. Is that the reason
why I cannot move to lay the amend-
ment on the table?

Mr. GORE. The regular order, Mr.
President.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, how much
time do I have on this amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will advise the Senator from Lou-
isiana that he has used 8 minutes out
of 90, leaving a balance of 82 minutes.

Mr, PAYNE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield so that
I may ask to have a statement printed
in the Recorp?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Louisiana yield to the
Senator from Maine?

Mr., PAYNE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I will yield for that pur-
pose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana yields to the
Senator from Maine.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a statement I
have prepared in connection with the
housing bill be printed in the REecorp
at this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT ON THE HOUSING BILL BY SENATOR
PAYNE

The housing bill now before the Senate 1s
the first major piece of housing legislation
to reach the floor this session and will be one
of the most important bills to be acted on
this year. The drafting of this legislation
was dominated by two policy considerations,
namely: the need to continue the VA hous-
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ing programs and the need to counter the
current economic slump.

The two veterans housing programs—di=
rect loan and insured mortgage—have al-
lowed more than a million former servicemen
to build or purchase homes, providing the
impetus for one of the greatest housing
booms in history. Through the insured
mortgage program the Government has stim-
ulated the flow of funds into housing with-
out involving the Government directly in the
housing field. The direct loan program was
designed to augment the Insured mortgage
program in areas where mortgage funds were
not avallable from regular credit sources. It
too has proven successful, especially during
the last 2 years when mortgage money has
been relatively tight.

Both of these valuable programs are due
to expire this summer. Indeed, the funds
for the direct loan program are already ex=
hausted and many veterans who have ap-
plied for these loans have had to be turned
down. Veterans in Malne have written to
me recently explaining that the direct loan
program offered the only source of mortgage
funds available at reasonable rates.

Ever since the issue of extending both these
programs came before the Congress last year
it has been my belief that they were valuable
and necessary and that they should be ex-
tended. Less than a month ago here in this
Chamber I reiterated this position and called
for a rejuvenation of the direct loan pro-
gram, and the $150 million annual authori-
zation included in this bill will go far toward
accomplishing that goal.

It is imperative that both of these veterans
housing programs be extended for at least 2
years as provided in this bill.

The second and most important alm of
this legislation is to combat the effects of
economic recession. In this respect a unique
device is incorporated in this bill which
makes use of the rather involved operations
of the private mortgage market. The pre-
valling interest rates in the mortgage market
today are governed by the rates set by FHA-
and VA-insured mortgages. These mort-
gages, after being issued, are often sold by
the issulng bank or other lending institu-
tlons, and it is in this sale that the real
supply-and-demand effect of the money
market is reflected. In most money markets,
it is still felt that both VA and FHA mort-
gage-interest rates are too low and therefore
the dollar value of the mortgage is dis-
counted upon this sale. These discounts
may amount to from 3 percent to nearly
8 percent. Banks and builders usually take
this loss and it has made many of them
reluctant to issue mortgages, even those in-
sured by the Federal Government, since they
probably will not realize full value if they
decide to sell.

To stimulate the flow of mortgage money
again into VA- and FHA-insured mortgages
this bill would authorize the Federal Na-
tional Mortgage Assoclation to purchase $1
billion worth of these mortgages from banks
and other issuers at par value without dis-
count. To boost the construction industry
and ald employment the bill requires these
mortgages to be only on new homes. There
can be little doubt as to the effect this shot
in the arm will have on the economy, It
will increase home construction by at least
100,000 units this year and create hundreds
of thousands of new jobs. The building-
supply manufacturers can immediately set
their sights higher. Transportation and ap-
pliance industries will be alded. The result
may well be the economic stimulus to re-
verse the present economic trends.

In addition to the 1 hnuon for FHA- and
VA-insured mortgages bill gives the
President an extra $500 mulion to use in this
or other FNMA par purchase programs as he
sees fit. This money can be used in the
same fashion as the 81 billlon which I just
mentioned. And its results can be the same,




4134

This Is an outstanding piece of legislation
and deserves prompt and favorable action by
the Senate,

Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. President——

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CAPEHART].

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may move to
lay on the table the amendment offered
by the able Senator from Louisiana,

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

Mr. CAPEHART. And I ask further
unanimous consent that there be a yea-
and-nay vote on the motion.

Mr. LONG. Under those conditions,
Mr. President, I will agree.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana has proposed a
unanimous-consent request. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Indiana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

The question is on the motion of the
Senator from Indiana to lay on the table
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr, Long]l. On this
question the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll,

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BiBLE],
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Ervin], the Senator from Montana [Mr.
Murrayl, and the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. O’'MAHONEY] are absent on
official business.

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Kennepy] is absent because of Illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
BisLE], the Senator from North Carolina
{Mr. Ervin], the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Kennepy], the Senator
from Montana [(Mr. MvurraY], and
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O'MasONEY] would each vote “nay.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLEr],
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FrAn-
pERs], and the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. ScHOEPPEL] are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER], the Sena-
tor from Vermont [Mr. FLaNpErs], and
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEP-
PEL] would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 45,
nays 43, as follows:

YEAS—45
Alken Curtis Martin, Pa.
Allott Dirksen Morton
Barrett Dworshak Mundt
Beall Fulbright Payne
Bennett Goldwater Potter
Bricker Hickenlooper  Purtell
Bridges Hoblitzell Robertson
ush Hruska Saltonstall
Byrd Ives Smith, Maine
Capehart Jenner Smith, N. J.
1son Enowland Thye
Case, N.J EKuchel Watkins
Case, 8. Dak Lausche Wiley
Cooper Malone Williams
Cotton Martin, Towa Young
NAYS—43
Anderson Douglas Green
Carroll Eastland Hayden
Chavez Ellender Hennings
Church Frear Hill
Clark Gore Holland
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Humphrey Mansfield Scott
Jackson MeClellan Smathers
Javits McNamara Sparkman
Johnson, Tex. Monroney Stennis
Johnston, 8. C. Morse Symington
Kefauver Neuberger Talmadge
Kerr Pastore Thurmond
Langer Proxmire Yarborough
Long Revercomb
Magnuson Russell

NOT VOTING—8
Bible Flanders O’'Mahoney
Butler Kennedy Schoeppel
Ervin Murray

So Mr. Loxne’s amendment was laid on
the table.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
point out, even at this late hour, that the
veterans legislation proposed in the
housing bill is almost word for word the
substance of the bill which was intro-
duced earlier this year by the distin-
guished junior Senator from South Car-
olina [Mr. THURMOND] and myself, as
joint sponsors, and also is almost iden-
tical with an amendment which we spon-
sored to the housing bill last year. The
bill passed both Houses of Congress, but
was vetoed by the President subsequent
to the adjournment of Congress. I think
it is particularly important to point that
out for this reason.

In the Senate there is dual jurisdiction
of housing. A similar situation exists
in the House. In the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare has
jurisdiction of the Servicemen’s Read-
Jjustment Act, except for the direct loans.
It happens that the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency, by a long established
practice, has jurisdiction of the direct
loans, but the GI guaranteed loans are
under the jurisdiction of the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare.

The distinguished junior Senator from
South Carolina is the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Housing of that com-~
mittee, and he has rendered very valu-
able and distinguished service in helping
to get the bill which was passed today in
proper form. It was the working agree-
ment which the Committee on Banking
and Currency had with the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare which
made it possible to handle the veterans
provisions in one bill.

I hope that when the bill goes to the
House, the House Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs will not insist upon divid-
ing the jurisdiction, but that the bill will
be handled as one bill in the House., I
have reason to believe that the Chair-
man of the House Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs will agree to such a proce-
dure.

I pay tribute to the Senator from
South Carolina for the excellent cooper-
ation and outstanding work he has done
on the measure which is about to be
passed, and for the excellent cooperation
he has shown in making it possible to
have it considered in the manner in
which it was.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. THURMOND. I appreciate the
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kind remarks of the distinguished Sena-
tor from Alabama. It has been a
pleasure to work with him on the mat-
ter of veterans housing. I am vitally
interested in any matter pertaining to
the welfare of veterans, If it were not
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for the veterans, we would not have a
country today. I shall do anything I
can for their welfare and the promotion
of their interests.

I deeply appreciate the great interest
which has been taken in this matter by
the distinguished Senator from Ala-
bama, and I express to him my deep
gratitude.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is
open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be pro-
posed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
?fnt' I yield back the remainder of my

me.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield back the
remainder of my time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on the passage of the bill. The
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the Secretary will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BIsLE],
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl,
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Ervin], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Haypen], the Senator from Montana
[Mr. Murray]l, and the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr, O’'ManoNEY] are absent
on official business.

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr,
KenNEDY] is absent because of illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. Ervin], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HaypEN], the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Kennepy], the Senator
from Montana [Mr, Murray], and
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O’MasHOoNEY] would each vote “yea.”

On this vote the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BierE] is paired with the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl. If present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
would vote “yea” and the Senator from
Virginia would vote “nay.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER],
the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers], and the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. ScHOEPPEL] are detained on official
business,

If present and voting, the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER], the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr, FLanDERS], and
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. ScHOEP-
PEL] would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 86,
nays 0, as follows:

YEAS—88
Alken Cotton Humphrey
Allott Curtis Ives
Anderson Dirksen Jackson
Barrett Douglas Javits
Beall Dworshak Jenner
Bennett Eastland Johnson, Tex.
Bricker Ellender Johnston, 8. C,
Bridges Frear EKefauver
Bush Fulbright Kerr
Capehart Goldwater Enowland
Carlson Gore Kuchel
Carroll Green Langer
Case, N. J. Hennings Lausche
Case, 8. Dak, Hickenlooper Long
Chaves Hill Magnuson
Church Hoblitzell Malone
Clark Holland Mansfield
Cooper Hruska Martin, Iowa




Martin, Pa. Proxmire Stennis
MecClellan Purtell Symington
McNamara Revercomb Talmadge
Monroney Robertson Thurmond
Morse Russell Thye
Morton Baltonstall Watkins
Mundt Scott Wiley
Neuberger Smathers Williams
Pastore Smith, Maine Yarborough
Payne Smith, N. J. Young
Potter Sparkman

NOT VOTING—10
Bible Flanders O'Mahoney
Butler Hayden Schoeppel
Byrd Kennedy
Ervin Murray

So the bill (S. 3418) was passed, as
follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That (a) section 203
(b) (2) of the Natlonal Housing Act is
amended by striking out “$10,000" wherever
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
“$13,500."

{b) Section 220 (d) (3) of such act is
amended by striking out *“$10,000” wherever
it appears and inserting in leu thereof
“$13,600."

SEc. 2, Section 805 (¢) of the National
Housing Act is amended by striking out
“$450 million” and inserting in lieu thereof
*$950 million."

BEc. 3. (a) Section 305 (f) of the National
Housing Act is amended by striking out all
that follows the first colon and inserting in
lleu thereof the following: “Provided, That
the total amount of purchases and commit-
ments authorized by this subsection shall
not exceed 8500 million outstanding at any
one time: Provided jurther, That of the
amount authorized in the preceding proviso
not less than $58,750,000 shall be available
for such purchases and commitments with
respect to mortgages insured under section
809."

(b) The last paragraph of section 803 (b)
of the National Housing Act is amended by
striking out “4" and inserting in lieu thereof
.i‘%’.)

SEec. 4. Section 205 of the National Housing
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof
& new subsection as follows:

“(g) With a view to further carrying out
the purposes set forth in seetion 301 (b),
and notwithstanding any other provision of
this act, the Assoclation is authorized to
make commitments to purchase and to pur-
chase, service, or sell any mortgages which
are Insured under title II of this act or guar-
anteed under the Servicemen’'s Readjustment
Act of 1944, if the original principal obliga-
tion thereof does not exceed $13,600: Pro-
vided, That the total amount of purchases
and commitments authorized by this sub-
section shall not exceed $1 billion outstand-
ing at any one time: Provided further, That
applicants for such commitments shall be
required to certify that construction of the
housing to be covered by the mortgages has
not commenced.”

Sec. 5. (a) Section 512 of the Servicemen’s
Readjustment Act of 1944 (38 U. 8. C,, sec,
694 (1)) is amended to read as follows:

“DIRECT LOANS TO VETERANS

#ggc. 512. (a) The Com finds that
housing credit under section 501 of this title
is not and has not been generally available
to veterans living in rural areas, or in small
cities and towns not near large metropol-
itan areas. It is therefore the purpose of
this section to provide housing credit for
veterans living in such rural areas and such
small cities and towns.

“(b)  Whenever the Administrator finds
that private capital is not generally avail-
able in any rural area or small city or town
for the financing of loans guaranteed under
section 501 of this title, he shall designate
such rural area or small city or town as a
‘housing credit shortage area,” and shall

make, or enter into commitments to make,
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loans for any or all of the following pur-
poses in such area—

“(1) For the purchase or construction of
a dwelling to be owned and occupied by a
veteran as his home;

“(2) For the purchase of a farm on which
there is a farm residence to be owned and
occupied by a veteran as his home;

*{3) For the construction on land owned
by a veteran of a farm residence to be occu-
pied by him as his home; or

“{4) For the repair, alteratlon, or im-
provement of a farm residence or other
dwelling owned by a veteran and occupied
by him as his home.

If there is an indebtedness which 1s secured
by a lien against land owned by a veteran,
the proceeds of a loan made under this sec-
tion for the construction of a dwelling or
farm residence on such land may be ex-
pended also to liquidate such lien, but only
if the reasonable value of the land is equal
to or in excess of the amount of the llen.

“{c) No loan may be made under this
section to a veteran unlegss he shows to the
satisfaction of the Administrator that—

*(1) he is a satisfactory credit risk;

“(2) the payments to be required under
the proposed loan bear a proper relation to
his present and anticipated income and ex-
penses;

“{3) he is unable to obtain from a private
Iender in such housing credit shortage area,
at an interest rate not in excess of the rate
authorized for guaranteed home loans, a
loan for such purpose for which he is quali-
fled under section 501 of this title; and

“{(4) he is unable to obtain a loan for
such purpose from the Secretary of Agricul-
ture under the Bankhead-Jones Farm Ten-
ant Act or under the Housing Act of 1949,

“(d) (1) Loans made under this section
shall bear interest at a rate determined by
the Administrator, not to exceed the rate
authorized for guaranteed home loans, and
shall be subject to such requirements or
limitations prescribed for loans guaranteed
under this title as may be applicable.

*“(2) The original prineipal amount of any
loan made under this section shall not ex-
ceed an amount which bears the same ratio
to $13,600 as the amount of guaranty to
which the veteran is entitled under section
501 at the time the loan is made bears to
$7,500; and the guaranty entitlement of any
veteran who heretofore or hereafter has been
granted a loan under this section shall be
charged with an amount which bears the
same ratio to $7,500 as the amount of the
loan bears to $13,500.

“{3) In connection with any loan under
this section, the Administrator is authorized
to make advances in cash to pay the taxes
and assessments on the real estate, to pro-
vide for the purpose of making repairs,
alterations, and improvements, and to meet
the incidental expenses of the transaction.
The Administrator shall determine the ex-
penses incident to origination of loans made
under this section, which expenses, or a
reasonable flat allowance in lieu thereof,
shall be paid by the veteran in addition to
the loan closing costs.

“(4) Loans made under this section shall
be repald in monthly installments; except
that in the case of loans made for any of
the purposes described in paragraph (2),
(3), or (4) of subsection (b), the Adminis-
trator may provide that such loans shall be
repaid in quarterly, semiannual, or annual
installments.

“{5) The Administrator may sell, and shall
offer for sale, to any person or entity ap-
proved for such purpose by him, any loan
made under this section at a price not less
than par; that is, the unpaid balance plus
accrued interest, and shall guarantee any
loan thus sold subject to the same condi-
tions, terms, and limitations which would
be applicable were the loan guaranteed
under section 501 of this title.
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“{6) No veteran may obtain loans under
this section aggregating more than $13,5600.

“{e) (1) If any builder or sponsor proposes
to construct one or more dwellings in a
housing credit shortage area, the Adminis-
trator may enter into commitment with
such builder or sponsor, under which funds
available for loans under this section will
be reserved for a period not in excess of 3
months, or such longer period as the Ad-
ministrator may authorize to meet the needs
in any particular case, for the purpose of
making loans to veterans to purchase such
dwellings. Such commitment may not be
assigned or transferred except with the writ-
ten approval of the Administrator. The Ad-
ministrator shall not enter into any such
commitment unless such builder or sponsor
pays a nonrefundable commitment fee to
the Administrator in an amount determined
by the Administrator, not to exceed 2 per-
cent of the funds reserved for such builder
or sponsor.

“{2) Whenever the Administrator finds
that a dwelling with respect to which funds
are being reserved under this subsection has
been sold. or contracted to be sold, to a vet-
eran eligible for a direct loan under this
section, the Administrator shall enter into a
commitment to make the veteran a loan for
the purchase of such dwelling. With re-
spect to any loan made to an eligible veteran
under this subsection, the Administrator may
make advances during the construction of
the dwelling, up to a maximum in advances
of (A) the cost of the land plus (B) 80 per-
cent of the value of the construction in
place.

“{3) After the Administrator has entered
into a commitment to make a veteran a loan

under this subsection, he may refer the pro-.

posed loan to the Voluntary Home Mortgage
Credit Committee, in order to afford a pri-
vate lender the opportunity to acquire such
loan subject to guaranty as provided in para-
graph (5) of subsection (d) of this section.
If, before the expiration of 60 days after the
loan made to the veteran by the Administra-
tor is fully disbursed, a private lender agrees
to purchase such loan, all or any part of the
commitment fee paid to the Administrator
with respect to such loan may be paid to
such private lender when cuch loan is so
purchased.

“If a private lender has not purchased or
agreed to purchase such loan before the ex-
piration of 60 days after the loan made by
the Administrator is fully disbursed, the
commitment fee paid with respect to such
loan shall become a part of the special de-
posit account referred to in subsection (c)
of section 513 of this title. If a loan is not
made to a veteran for the purchase of a
dwelling, the commitment fee paid with re-
spect to such dwelling shall become a part
of such special deposit account.

“(4) The Administrator may exempt
dwellings constructed through assistance
provided by this subsection from the mini-
mum land planning and subdivision require-
ments prescribed pursuant to subsection (b)
of section 504 of this title, and with respect
to such dwellings may prescribe special mini-
mum land planning and subdivision require=-
ments which shall be in keeping with the
general housing facilitles in the locality but
shall require that such dwellings meet mini-
mum requirements of structural soundness
and general acceptability.

“(f) The authority to make loans under
this section shall expire July 25, 1960, except
that if a commitment to a veteran to make
such a loan was issued by the Administrator
before that date the loan may be completed
after that date.

“(g) (1) The Administrator shall com-
mence the processing of any application for
a loan under this section upon the receipt
of such application, and shall continue such
processing notwithstanding the fact that the
assistance of the Voluntary Home Mortgage
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Credit Committee has been requested by the
Administrator for the purpose of ascertain-
ing whether or not such loan can be placed
with a private lender.

“(2) If the assistance of such Committee
has been requested by the Administrator in
connection with any such application, and
the Administrator is not notified by such
Committee within (A) 20 working days after
such assistance has been requested, or (B)
20 working days after the date of enact-
ment of this subsection, whichever is the
later, that it has been successful in enabling
the applicant to place such loan with a pri-
vate lender or expects to do so within 10
additional working days, the Administrator
ehall proceed forthwith to complete any part
of the processing of such application remain-
ing unfinished, and to grant or deny the ap-
plication in accordance with the provislions
of this section,

*(3) As used in this subsection, the term
*working days’' means calendar days exclusive
of Baturdays, SBundays, and legal holldays.”

(b) (1) Subsection (a) of section 513 of
such act (38 U. 8. C., sec. 694m) is amended
(1) by striking out “June 80, 1957" and in-
serting “July 25, 1960”, and (2) by inserting
immediately before the period at the end of
the second sentence thereof the following:
*“retaining, however, a reasonable reserve for
making loans with respect to which he has
entered into commitments with veterans be-
fore such last day.”

(2) Subsection (c¢) of such section is
amended by striking out “June 30, 1958
and inserting “June 30, 1961."

{3) Subsection (d) of such section 513 is
amended by striking out “1957" and inseri-
ing *“1960.”

(c) (1) The fourth sentence of suhsection
(a) of section 500 of such act (38 U, 8. C.,
sec. 694) is amended by striking out all that
follows “in this title,” and inserting *is
automatically guaranteed by the Govern-
ment by this title In an amount not ex-
ceeding 60 percent of the loan if the loan is
made for any of the purposes specified in
section 501 of this title and not exceeding
50 percent of the loan if made for any of
the purposes specified in section 502, 503, or
507 of this title: Provided, That unless the
loan is made for one of the purposes speci-
fled in section 501 of this title the aggregate
amount guaranteed shall not exceed $2,000
in the case of non-real-estate loans, nor
$4,000 in the case of real-estate loans, or a
prorated portion thereof on loans of both
types or combination thereof.”

(2) SBubsection (b) of section 501 of such
act (38 U. 8. C., sec. 694a) is amended by
striking out all that follows “(b)" to the
colon immediately preceding the first proviso
and inserting: “Any loan made to a veteran
for any of the purposes specified in subsec-
tion (a) or subsection (¢) of this section
501 of automatically guaranted, if otherwise
made pursuant to the provisions of this
title, in an amount not exceeding 60 percent
of the loan.”

(3) Bubsection (e¢) of such section 501 is
amended by striking out “may be guaran-
teed” and iInserting *“is automatically
guaranteed.”

{d) (1) BSection 500 (a) of the Service-
men’'s Readjustment Act of 1944 (38 U. 8. C.
694) i1s amended by striking out “eleven”
and inserting in lleu thereof “thirteen.”

(2) Subsection (g) of such section is
to read as follows:

“{g) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this title, if a loan report or an application
for loan guaranty relating to a loan under
this title has been received by the Admin-
istrator on or before July 25, 1060, such loan
may be guaranteed or insured under the
provisions of this title on or before July
25, 1861.”
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(3) Sectlon 507 of such act (38 U. 8. C.
694h) is amended by striking out “eleven”
and inserting in lieu thereof “thirteen.”

(e) (1) Section 500 (b) of the Service-
men's Readjustment Act of 1944 1s amended
by striking out the last proviso and inserting
in lieu thereof the following: “And provided
Jurther, That the Administrator, with the
approval of the Secretary of the Treasury,
may prescribe by regulation from time to
time such rate of interest as he may find
the loan market demands, but the rate of
interest so prescribed by the Administrator
shall not exceed at any time the rate of
interest (excluslve of premium charges for
insurance, and service charges if any), es-
tablished by the Federal Housing Commis-
sioner under section 203 (b) (5) of the Na-
tional Housing Act, less one-half of 1 percent
per annum; except that such rate shall in
no event exceed 43 percent per annum.”

(2) The provisions of the Servicemen's
Readjustment Act of 1944 with respect to
the interest chargeable on loans made or
guaranteed under such act which were in
effect prior to the date of enactment of this
act shall, notwithstanding the amendment
made by this subsection, continue to be ap-
plicable (1) to any loan made or guaranteed
prior to such date of enactment, and (2) to
any loan with respect to which a commit-
ment to guarantee has been entered into
by the Veterans’ Administration prior to
such date.

Sec. 6. Section 605 of the Housing Act of
1957 is hereby repealed.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr., President, I
move that the Senate reconsider the
vote by which the bill was passed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move to lay that motion on the
table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MORSE subsequently said: Mr.
President, I desire to make a brief com-
ment on the housing bill which was so
ably generaled, from a parliamentary
standpoint, by the distinguished Senator
now presiding over the Senate, the Sena-
tor from Alabama [Mr, SPARKMAN].

I voted for the bill, I did so with a
sad and heavy heart because of the un-
fair blow the bill strikes against the vet-
erans of the country, as a result of the
higher interest rates provided by the bill.
During the proceedings in the Senate
today, I spoke against that provision, as
I also did last evening.

Mr. President, knowing what the gen-
eral attitude of the House of Representa-
tives has been regarding policies such as
the one which would be established by
the Capehart proposal for increased
interest rates, which now has been in-
cluded in the bill the Senate has passed,
I am very hopeful that that provision for
increased interest rates will be elimi-
nated from the bill in the conference.

As I said in the course of the speech
I made in the Senate last night, I be-
lieve stimulation of the construction in-
dustry is essential, not only to improve-
ment of economic conditions in Oregon,
but to improvement of economic condi-
tions throughout the entire country.

In the case of Oregon, in particular,
in view of the fact that many, many
lumber mills in Oregon are closed and
thousands of Oregon lumber workers

March 12

are now unemployed—I believe it essen-
tial that the Congress take steps to pro-
ceed as rapidly as possible with an ac-
celerated home-construetion bill. There-
fore, I voted for the bill.

But, Mr. President, in fairness to my-
self and to my record, and particularly
in view of the bitter and unfair criti-
cisms of me which constantly are pub-
lished by the reactionary press of Ore-
gon, I wish to say that last year—as the
distinguished Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SpargMAN], who now is the Pre-
siding Officer, will recall—I was very
critical of the bill which he, as the chair-
man of the Housing Subcommittee of
the Banking and Currency Committee,
brought to the floor of the Senate. I was
critical of it because it did not provide
for the number of public-housing units
which I thought it obviously should pro-
vide for. The Senator from Alabama
will also recall that I urged that provi-
sion be made for a minimum of 200,000
units.

The Senator from Alabama on the
record took the position that he did not
disagree with my objective; but he stated
frankly that he was confronted with a
situation in which a bill containing pro-
vision for more public-housing units
simply could not be passed.

The Senator from Alabama will fur-
ther recall that on that occasion I said
that I believed, however, that the battle
should be fought out on the line which
we knew was in the best public inter-
est; and in my speech on that bill I erit-
icized it because it failed to contain pro-
vision for the number of public housing
units which I thought essential if we were
to save the construction industry from a
slump. I forewarned that the high-in-
terest-rate policy of this administration
and the failure of the bill to contain the
provision for the number of public-hous-
ing units which I thought obviously it
should contain, would result in depriva-
tion to the lumber industry, the closing
of many of the lumber mills in my State,
and a serious blow to the construction
industry.

Mr. President, if it becomes neces-
sary—in case the conferees are not able
to plug this loophole—then I believe we
should get busy before the Congress ad-
journs this summer and pass some pro-
posed legislation dealing with the dis-
count practice.

I make these statements about the
housing hill, because I yield to no other
Member of the Senate in my desire for,
and my consistent work in the Senate
for, the enactment of a bill which will
provide for an adequate housing pro-
gram. I take that position because, as I
indicated in the course of the remarks I
made in the Senate last night, I know
the direct relationship which exists be-
tween the construction industry of the
country and the one industry in my
State that determines more than any-
thing else the status of the economy of
Oregon at any given time, namely, the
lumber industry. As construction goes
down, the lumber industry goes down;
and as the lumber industry goes down,
Oregon tailspins into a depression—
which tragedy has been visited upon
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Oregon at the present time. That is
what has happened; I thought at that
time it was easy to see that it would
happen.

But I am glad that today we are again
dealing with the problem, and that today
the Senate has passed a bill which we
hope will do at least some good.

I believe the bill will do a great deal
of good if we are able to eliminate from
it, as a result of the conference, the pro-
vision for increased interest rates.

I believe the bill would do even more
good if it contained a provision for the
elimination of what I consider to be the
discount scandal. I believe the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY] is to be commended for the
record he made today in regard to that
scandal. I believe the present practice
of the moneylenders, in connection with
mortgage loans, spells out “avarice.” I
know of no other word which more prop-
erly would describe that of which the
moneylenders are guilty. I believe that
they simply are guilty of avarice when,
in effect, they say to a GI, “We will lend
you $10,000, but we will give you only
$9,000.,” There are a good many in-
stances in which the discount has been
much higher than that, in fact. That
is a charlatan practice. It is legalized
usury, because they are able to get by
with it under the law. However, that
does not make it moral. I believe it is
an immoral business practice. I hope
that, somehow, in the conference this
problem, too, can be solved.

But, at least—as the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HumMPHREY], the Sena-
tor from Ohio [Mr. LavscHE], the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma [(Mr. MONRONEY],
and other Members of the Senate have
pointed out—today the Senate has
served notice that it does not intend to
keep its eyes shut to this discount mal-
practice.

Mr. President, as I speak from this
desk tonight, I wish to say to the people
of Oregon that I made the best fight I
could to prevent the gouging of the GI's
and the military personnel by an in-
crease in the interest rates. I want
them to know that I shall join other
Senators in exercising vigilance over the
discount matter, and I shall continue to
work for an even better housing bill than
the one the Senate passed today.

ADDRESS DELIVERED BY SENATOR
COOPER

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that an address de-
livered by my colleague, the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. Cooper], before the Eco-
nomic and Legislative Conference of the
American Federation of Labor and the
Congress of Industrial Organizations, at
the Sheraton-Park Hotel, be printed in
the body of the REcoRD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did the
Senator’s request apply to the body of
the RECORD?

Mr. PAYNE. The body of the Recorp,
Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Maine?
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There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

ReMARKS oF SENATOR JOHN SHERMAN COOPER,
REPUBLICAN OF KENTUCKY, BEFORE THE Eco-
NOMIC AND LEGISLATIVE CONFERENCE OF THE
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND THE
CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS,
BHERATON-PARK HoOTEL, WAsSHINGTON, D. C.,
Marca 12, 1958
Chairman Reuther and members of the

Economic and Legislative Conference of the

American Federation of Labor and Congress

of Industrial Organizations, I thank you for

your invitation to discuss one of the Nation’s
most serious shortages—school classrooms for
the Nation’s children.

I appreciate very much the introduction of
your chairman today, Mr. Walter Reuther.
On hearing him speak again, I recalled the
past occasions when I had heard him speak
words of encouragement to the small, but
active labor movement, and words which
kindled the fire of freedom in the hearts of
the people of the country.

This conference has met to discuss the
immediate problem of unemployment, which
reached in February a total of 5,173,000.
And I understand that the objective of the
conference is to determine how to put Amer-
ica back to work.

I read with great interest in the morning's
papers, the speech of your president, Mr.
George Meany, one of the great labor states-
men in our country's history. I read also
the speech of Secretary of Labor Mitchell,
an able official and one deeply interested in
labor's problems and welfare, Both were
stralghtforward speeches.

I am not here to speak on the subject of
the total steps that can be taken by the
Government to stimulate emplédyment, im-
mediately. Nevertheless, I would like to say
that the most effective steps that can be
taken are in those fields where programs are
established, where funds are now available,
or can be made guickly available by the
Congress. And these are, in my view: (1)
Highway construction on the Interstate
Highway System, and more particularly on
the primary, secondary, and urban Federal-
aid roads; (2) housing; and (3) accelerated
defense expenditures,

Mr. Meany suggested in his speech yester-
day the long delay in getting some type of
public works into actlon. River and har-
bors, and reclamation projects are examples,
because they must be preceded by engineer-
ing studies, required by law, which take
months, and usually years. But highway
construction, housing, and defense expendi-
tures can begin at once. Housing and road
construction reach every State, every section
in the States, and can be directed to the
neediest areas. And accelerated defense ex-
penditures would stimulate employment in
the durable-goods sector, which, as Secretary
Mitchell has pointed out, is the real core of
unemployment.

And these expenditures utilize the great
sources of strength in this country, labor and
private industry, which have the organiza-
tion and the resources to throw immediately
into the effort to relieve unemployment,

And it is these organizations of produc-
tion, as well as all the people, that a tax cut
will reach, to stimulate immediate consump-
tion and investment,

Immediate provision of unemployment in-
surance funds by the Federal Government
is necessary to sustain those whose insur-
ance has expired. On Monday, my colleague,
Senator Case of New Jersey, joined by Mem-
bers of the Senate, including myself, intro-
duced a bill which would provide Federal
funds, as needed, until more comprehensive
legislation, as proposed by the Kennedy-Mc-
Carthy bill, can be considered,

4137

As the Secretary of Labor stated yesterday,
the President has been moving, and is mov-
ing now, for the acceleration of these efforts,
and we in the Congress will do our part.

I have faith in the strength of our econ-
omy, that has been steadily growing, and
I am sure that we will meet these tests,

In these last few weeks, because of our con=
cern for unemployment, we have not been
talking and thinking as much about other
long-range problems of our country. While
the present situation is being righted, and it
will be righted, we must not forget that we
must strengthen the defenses and security
of this country. For if our sceurity is lost, all
is lost.

And it is now recognized, if belatedly, that
the long-range security of the United States,
as well as the economic position, will depend
upon educated men and women.

The problem of education is immense. In
October, Prof. John R. Dunning, of Colum-
bia University, speaking at a conference, sald
the United States must meet the challenge
of the Soviet Union in our “age of technologi-
cal imperialism" if our strength and progress
are to be maintained. *“While the Soviets
have already begun their exploitation of this
new and awesome age,' Professor Dunning
sald, “we have not, because our people,
our Government, and schools have not yet
grasped its full significance.”

In large measure this challenge must be
met by the decisions of State, local, and
private school bodles. It will involve better
teaching and scholarships, higher standards
in curricula, and more classrooms.

And we must face the fact—the problem
cannot be met without Federal aid.

The problem of classroom shortages is not
new. We all know that the shortage has not
blossomed full-bloom overnight. We have
known for a long time that not enough
schools were bullt during World War II and
the Korean war because of shortages of both
manpower and materials during those emrer-
gencies. But we have done little about it.

This fall the opening elementary and sec-
ondary school enrollment is estimated at
32,800,000. Accordingly to projectiois made
by the United States Census Bureau, by 1960
the country’s elementary and secondary
schools will have an enrollment of 89,970,000
and it is entirely possible that by 1965 this
enrollment could swell to the thought-pro-
voking figure of 44,103,000.

Moreover, according to tiie United States
Office of Education, there ara almost 2 mil-
lion pupils in excess of the normal capacity
in various publicly owned schools through-
out the country.

Right now, according to the Office of Edu-
cation, we need 140,400 classrooms. Almost
half of these classrooms—~68,200, to be exact—
are needed to take care of the overflow or ex-
cess of students in relation to present space
capacity, and 77,200 classrooms are needed
to replace classrooms no longer fit for chil-
dren to use.

Unofficial and official surveys have shown
our desperate need for these new class-
rooms; official surveys have confirmed it. No
matter how you analyze or interpret the fact,
there i1s only one logical conclusion. This
country does not have classrooms enough
for its present school-age population and
this situation will grow steadily worse in
the years to come,

This crisls is a real one. As Secretary
Marion B. Folsom has pointed out, 59,000 to
65,000 additional rooms are needed each
year simply to keep up with each year's en-
rollment increases and replacement needs,
The States estimated that they would build
60,000 classrooms in 1956-57. Actually they
completed 68,600. Even if the States had
reached this all-time peak of classroom con-
struction, Mr. Folsom points out, the States
“would reduce the shortage by only 4,000 to
10,000 classrooms. At this rate, a minimum
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ef 16 years would be required to ellminate
the shortage. The maximum would run all
the way to 40 years.”

Four years ago I was chalrman of a Sen-
ate subcommittee of the Labor and Public
Welfare Committee, which commitiee re-
ported out a version of a school construction
bill which I had introduced. The evidence
presented to the committee then clearly in-
dicated in the words of our committee report
“that merely to meet the present need for
echoolrooms, and without regard to the facili-
ties needed to meet the tremendous expan-
sion in enrollment expected to occur in future
years, an expenditure of between 10 and 12
billion dollars would be required.”

We knew at that time—and we empha-
sized this point—that this estimated ex-
penditure would merely overcome existing
needs. We also knew that the proposed bill
would authorize an appropriation designed
only to permit Federal assistance for the
most urgent needs of the State and Ter-
ritories. But even legislation of this limited
scope was not enacted, and two subsequent
proposals debated in the House met the
same fate.

Last year we got nearer to action in the
House. But leaders and members in both
parties killed the bill. With the bill killed
in the House, we tock no action in the Sen-
ate. And so education 1is still unfinished
business. There is a need for at least a
billion dollars a year from the Federal Gov-
ernment for the next ten years to save, to
maintain, to develop our Nation's public
schools.

You people know that many of the States
cannot do the job themselves. They have
not the necessary taxable resources. Some
have the resources, but will have to work
for years to change State laws to utilize
present financial resources, and to develop
their potentlal resources. But our schools,
our children’s schools—our children cannot
wait ten or twelve years for a school. To-
day's children need help today. It is proper
that the States and local communities
should make the greatest effort, but even
using all the States’ resources we would still
be short. Today well over half—almost two-
thirds of the money used to run our schools
comes from local resources. Local funds, as
we all know, must rely heavily on property
taxes. And your property taxes—both on real
property and on personal property—are about
as high as you can stand.

We cannot expect these heavy taxes to be
raised because some people don't want Fed-
eral resources touched, and because some
people may lose heavy personal gains if Fed-
eral funds now avallable were used to build
schools. This is the simple fact.

Enough has been sald about this shortage
among groups such as this great labor organ-
ization, which is willlng to face up to this
problem on the merits., Purther delay will
only Increase the seriousness of our alarming
classroom shortage. This the Nation cannot
afford. It is false economy. We can never
save money by short-changing the children
of America. We are doing just that when
we do not enact Federal ald legislation to
help meet this emergency situation. The
problem has reached flood-tide proportions—
State and local sandbags will not hold much
‘Jonger. It is increasingly apparent that only
a federally supported program of school con-
struction can avoid a serious washout.

The impact of our times makes a program
of Federal assistance to education an even
urgent necessity. The sclentific advances of
recent months dramatically underline the
Nation's need for a continually improving
educational program which is not limited to
the need for better facilities. We must also
find ways of getting and retaining more qual-
ified teachers, of encouraging the education
of the gifted, of raising the quality of edu-
‘cation. This is a program which will ade-
quately prepare the Nation's children for the
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broader horizons which stretch even into the
limitless beyond of outer space. If there
was ever a time for the Nation to take stock
of its materials for the future the time 1s
now.

I do not want to pass over, or derogate
many good bills which are now before the
Congress, But I will mention one briefly.
Because of the unique demands of the times
in which we live I have joined with a num-
ber of other Senators, Republican and Demo-
cratie, in cosponsoring a bill Introduced by
Senator MurraY which would authorize as-
sistance to the States and local communities
to help stimulate school construction and to
remedy the Inadequacies in the number of
teachers and in their salaries. Although we
recognize that responsibility for providing
adequate school facilities and teaching stafis
rests primarlly with the States and local
communities, we belleve the national inter-
est requires that the Federal Government
assist them in solving these pressing prob-
lems.

5. 3311 would provide a program of Federal
grants to the States based on a contribution
of 25 per school-age child in the first year
rising to 100 per child in the fourth year
and each year thereafter. With approxi-
mately 40 million school-age children, Fed-
eral funds could amount to slightly over a
billlon dollars in the first year of the
program.

This legislation, if enacted, would pro-
vide for a reasonable Federal sharing in the
basic financial support of education and
would leave the responslbility and full dis-
cretion to the States in dividing their Fed-
eral allotments between salarles and con-
struction. Since this proposal is to aid the
States in financing an almost overwhelming
burden there would be no requirement for
the States to match Federal funds, but they
will be required to keep their effort index
at the same level as the national educa-
tional effort index or above it.

In my opinion, we need Federal legisla-
tion of this scope and size in order to keep
our freedom and our leadership in the world.

I heartily agree with the Resolution of
your Executive Council last month when it
stated, “There can be no disagreement about
the need to protect America's most precious
asset—Its children. * * * There must be no
limit on what we do to protect and strength-
en this asset.,” In urging the “Administration
and Congress to move boldly and quickly”
you have once again demonstrated your full
support for education in this country. For,
as the resolution concludes “the future of
our children and the world they inherit is at
stake,”

We need to broaden our outlook to match
the explosive expansion of our age. If our
educational system is to be “re-tooled” in
order to help us meet today’s challenges
and tomorrow’s plans, we must, in the na-
tional interest, recognize the actual signifi-
cance of the impaect of education upon the
Nation’s present and future security. The
Federal Government cannot ignore the Na-
tion's vital educational needs, nor can it be
bound by attitudes and opinions which per-
haps in the past have seemed merely pro-
vincial or dilatory, but which in today's
fast-moving world constitute a real threat
to our continued existence.

There are other aspects of our educa-
tional needs, about which I wish I could
speak.

We should maintain our ald to education
for Federally affected areas, which is now
being threatened. We should see to it that
any school construction bill embodies the
Bacon-Davis Act—and If you permit a little
partisanship, both of these men were
Republicans,

Today there are almost 80,000 teachers In
our public schools who are not prepared well
enough to be certified as qualified teachers.
Speaking frankly again, on the low salaries
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now offered teachers one can't expect to at-
tract a great number of professionally quali-
fled men and women to teaching. We know
that not many of today’s college students
will go into teaching. Worse still, we know
that at least 7!, percent of the qualified
teachers we now have will leave the profes-
sion this year, as they have done in former
years. Teaching is hard, even under the
best conditions. But today, with classes
badly overcrowded, with schools unfit and
unsafe for use, with essential school facili-
ties lacking, with clerical work piled up on
already heavily burdened classroom teachers,
with little or no relief from their low sala-
ries in sight—and it won't materialize with-
out Federal ald in most places—what is
offered to enable a community to hold its
teachers?

While Federal ald for school construction
is necessary, we need, also, Federal aid to
enable the States to hold qualified teachers
in the classrooms.

I've talked on school needs and Federal
ald in general terms today beeause I know
I'm talking to an audience whose views are
sympathetic to these problems.

You, in the labor movement have good
cause to be in the forefront of this fight
today. It's where labor has been since the
Revolution. There’s no more stirring story
in our national history than is labor’s fight
for the establishment of the free public
school system. I know the textbooks will
tell of the part played by Barnard, by Horace
Mann to establish the free public school.
And they did a magnificent job.

But before them as long as there was light
at night after work, and as soon as there was
light in the morning before work, labor put
in time to help build schoolhouses for their
children and for their neighbors’ children.
Thelr pay was the better chance in life they
were building for their children. Today, as
then, organized labor is still determined to
build more, good, schoolhouses for America’s
children.

We are facing a disturbing economic situ-
ation. We know we must adopt a construc-
tive program which will enable us to combat
the threat of an economic crisis. We know
that action to meet this threat must be put
in full operation. We cannot detach man
from his economic problems nor from the
world of which these problems are a part.
We must use all possible means to under-
stand the issues and to find the ways
through which to meet them.

The power, the dignity, and indeed, the
sanctity of the individual men and women
must be preserved and developed in an at-
mosphere of freedom. It is through a pro-
gram of better education, a program to
awaken thought and to develop ideas that
we may approach these objectives, In this
program, I expect now as ever before, that
organized labor will play a significant role.

SUPFORT PRICES FOR DAIRY PROD-
UCTS — UNANIMOUS - CONSENT
AGREEMENT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of the minority leader
and myself, I send to the desk a pro-
posed unanimous-consent agreement
and ask that it be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The pro-
posed unanimous-consent agreement will
be read.

The proposed agreement was read, as
follows:

Ordered, That during the further eonsider-
ation of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 163)
to stay any reduction in support prices for
dalry products until Congress can make ap-
propriate provision for such support prices,
debate on any amendment, motion, or ap-
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peal, except & motion to lay on the table,
shall be limited to 3 hours, to be equally
divided and controlled by the mover of any
such amendment or motion and the major-
ity leader: Provided, That in the event the
majority leader is in fayor of any such
amendment or motion, the time in opposi-
tion thereto shall be controlled by the minor-
ity leader or some Senator designated by
him: Provided further, That no amendment
that is not germane to the provisions of the
said joint resolution shall be received.

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the said joint resolution
debate shall be limited to 4 hours, to be
equally divided and controlled, respectively,
by the majority and minority leaders: Pro-
vided, That the sald leaders, or elther of
them, may, from the time under their con-
trol on the passage of the sald joint reso-
lution, allot additional time to any Senator
during the consideration of any amendment,
motion, or appeal.

SUPPORT PRICES ON ACREAGE
ALLOTMENTS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Senate Joint Reso-
lution 162.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint
resolution will be stated by title for the
information of the Senate.

The CHIer CLERK. Calendar No. 1377,
Senate Joint Resolution 162, to stay any
reduction in support prices or acreage
allotments until Congress can make ap-
propriate changes in the price support
and acreage allotment laws.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to state for the in-
formation of the Senate, with reference
to the unanimous-consent agreement
which has just been stated, that I have
an identical unanimous-consent agree-
ment with respect to Senate Joint Reso-
lution 162. If I could get the Senate to
enter into the two unanimous-consent
agreements, we could proceed with the
consideration of Senate Joint Resolution
162, and when action has been com-
pleted on that joint resolution, we could
take up Senate Joint Resolution 163,
on dairy price supports.

The proposed unanimous consent
agreement submitted by Mr. JoHNSON
of Texas on Senate Joint Resolution 162
is as follows:

Ordered, That, during the further con-
slderation of the joint resolution (5. J. Res.
162) to stay any reduction in support prices
or acreage allotments until Congress can
make appropriate changes in the price sup-
port and acreage allotment laws, debate on
any amendment, motion, or appeal, except
a motion to lay on the table, shall be limited
to 3 hours, to be equally divided and con-
trolled b]’ the mover of any such amend-
ment or motion and the majority leader:
Provided, That in the event the majority
leader is in favor of any such amendment or
motion, the time in opposition thereto shall
be controlled by the minority leader or some
Senator designated by him: Provided jfur-
ther, That no amendment that is not

germane to the provisions of the said joint
resolution shall be received.

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the said joint resolution
debate shall be limited to 4 hours, to be
equally divided and controlled, respectively,
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by the majority and minority leaders: Pro-
vided, That the said leaders or either of
them, may, from the time under their con-
trol on the passage of the saild joint resolu-
tion allot additional time to any Senator
during the consideration of any amend-
ment, motion, or appeal.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and the
unanimous-consent agreements are en-
tered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas.
dent, a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I under-
stand that both unanimous-consent
agreements have been agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Both unan-
imous-consent agreements have been
entered.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from Texas to
proceed to the consideration of Senate
Joint Resolution 162,

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the joint
resolution.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to announce for the
benefit of all Senators that, so far as I
know, there will be no controversial mat-
ters to come before the Senate requiring
a yea-and-nay vote this evening. The
Senate will meet tomorrow morning at
10 o'clock, and we expect to have an
evening session tomorrow and for the
rest of the week, if necessary, and also
have a Saturday session, if necessary,
in the hope of concluding action on the
two joint resolutions and on the tax bill,

Mr. Presi-

AUTOMOBILE EXCISE TAXES

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
that my amendment to H, R. 10021, des-
ignated “3-10-58-F,” be modified as in
the text I now send to the desk. I fur-
ther ask that the amendment be printed
as modified, so that Senators may have
it before them in the RECOrD tomorrow
morning.

The purpose of my modification is to
meet the objections advanced by certain
of the automobile companies that the
prospect of a decrease in the automobhile
excise taxes will prevent sales while cus-
tomers are anticipating such a tax cut.

My modified amendment meets these
objections by providing for refunds of
the excise taxes paid by the customers
after March 1, 1958.

Therefore, a customer who buys a car
tomorrow will know that if the automo-
bile excise reduction proposed in my bill
shall be finally passed, he will receive a
refund of the tax.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment, as modified, will be received,
printed, and lie on the table.

AMENDMENT OF CAREER COMPEN-
SATION ACT OF 1949, RELATING TO
CERTAIN TRANSPORTATION
Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr. President, what

seems to me to be an unfair procedure

has been brought to my attention on sev-
eral occasions recently. I refer to the
practice of the armed services not de-
fraying the transportation costs of de=
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pendents, household effects, and so forth,
of service personnel separated under
other than honorable conditions to a lo=
cation beyond the port of entry.

Under the present practice, the family
of a man from Alabama serving in Japan
but separated under other than honor-
able conditions could be stranded in the
port of entry, say San Francisco.

The Defense Department should at
least have the authority to pay the ex-
penses of transportation of the depend-
ents and household effects of such a per-
son to a destination determined by the
Department and the serviceman to be his
home.

I have checked with authorities in the
Department of Defense and am advised
that legislation such as I propose will he
necessary to give such authority.

I now introduce a bill which covers the
matter.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 3465) to amend section 303
of the Career Compensation Act of 1949,
as amended, to authorize in all cases the
transportation of dependents, baggage,
and household effects under certain con-
ditions, introduced by Mr. SPARKMAN, was
received, and read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL
ACT OF 1938, RELATING TO
PARITY FORMULA FOR CERTAIN
AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President,
from conversations with leaders in agri-
culture, I am convinced that the level
of price support for the basic agricul-
tural commmodities for 1958 other than
cotton, tobacco, and rice will be around
75 percent of parity unless Congress
acts to impose a higher level. Seventy-
five percent is the minimum level that
the Secretary of Agriculture can estab-
lish under present law. In some in-
stances, this would assure that farmers
will receive a lower level of support for
their commodities in 1958 than they re-
ceived in 1957.

There is one provision of law which,
coupled with the 75 percent support
level—or in fact any support level—will
serve to reduce further farm income in
1958 on basic commodities of peanuts,
corn, and wheat unless the provision is
made inoperative, This provision is the
so-called transitional parity provision,
which does not affect cotton, tobaceco,
and rice because they have already
reached new parity.

A few years ago, legislation was en-
acted which eliminated old parity, de-
termined on the 1910-14 period, and
substituted a so-called new parity. In
the majority of instances, new parity
for the various commodites was sub-
stantially below old parity. In order to
prevent farm income from decreasing
drastically in any one year, legislation
was enacted which in effect prevented
more than 5-percent change in parity
priee in a given year. However, since the
support level is going to be materially
less for several of the basic commod-
ities in 1958, I am introducing a bill for
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. HiLLl
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and myself which would make the tran-
sitional parity formula inactive for the
1958 crop year.

Without this legislation, the effective
support level for peanuts, corn, and
wheat would be 90 percent of old parity.
‘With this proposed legislation, the parity
price would be 95 percent of old parity
for these commodities. In other words,
the percentage of parity received on
these commodities in 1958 under our hill
would be the same as that received in
1957,

Attached is a table showing the effect
this proposed provision would have on
assuring farmers higher income on corn,
wheat, and peanuts, which I ask unan-
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imous consent to have printed in the
RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the table will be
printed in the REcoORD,

The bill (S. 3466) to amend the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, to make the transitional par-
ity formula inoperative for basic agricul-
tural commodities for 1958, introduced by
Mr. SpARKMAN (for himself and Mr.
Hir), was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

The table presented by Mr. SPARKMAN
is as follows:

Effective
Effective parity for | Difference in loan rate if
Crop 0ld New Transitional | parity for 1858 if tran- transition from old to new
parity parity parity 1058 under | sition from parity is halted, assuming
present leg- | old to new a support level of 75 per-
islation parity is cent ol effective parity
halted
Corn . neneme--| $1.93 $1.70 $1.74 $1.74 $1.83 | 7.0cents.!
| 2.65 2,87 2.38 2,38 2.52 11.0 cents,
144 128 .13 13 187 | 0.525 cents or $10.50 per fon,

1 Farmers in noncommercial area receive 75 percent of effective support—7 centsX 75 percent=35.2 cents,

PRESIDENTIAL DISABILITY
STOPGAP

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, two
editorials which were published in the
Portland Oregonian, one on March 5,
the other on March 10, 1958, express
some of my own sentiments regarding
the so-called disability pact between
President Eisenhower and Vice President
Nixon.

While this arrangement should cer=
fainly have been revealed to the public
from the start, the agreement itself has
definite merits and should not be
cavalierly denounced. In my opinion,
the principal fault with the pact was
that it was kept from the press and pub-~
lic for so long, rather than being dis-
closed at the beginning.

But this informal arrangement may
be equally as acceptable as some of the
proposed constitutional amendments
that' are presently before the Congress.
For example, the Oregonian’s editorial
emphasizes that, under the Eisenhower-
Nixon pact, the decision as to disability
would be “confined to the top executives,
both directly indorsed by the people.”
Some pending amendments to the Con-
stitution, by contrast, would allow an ap~
pointed Cabinet to declare vacant the
highest office in the land, that of the
President of the United States. This
certainly is a step which should be un-
dertaken slowly, if at all.

Mr. President, I think the two Ore-
gonian editorials are worthy of attention,
and I ask unanimous consent that they
be printed in the body of the Recorp.

There being no objection, the edi-
torials were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Portland Oregonlan of March 5,
1958]
DISABILITY STOPGAP

The White House memorandum setting
forth the procedure to be followed in event
of the disability of the President appears to

be a reasonable extension of article II, sec-

tion 1, paragraph 6, of the United States
Constitution, which reads:

“In case of the removal of the President
from office, or of his death, resignation, or
inability to discharge the powers and duties
of the sald office, the same shall devolve on
the Vice President, and the Congress may by
law provide for the case of removal, death,
resignation, or inablility, both of the Presi-
dent and Vice President, declaring what offi-
cer shall then act as President, and such
officer shall act accordingly until the dis-
ability be removed or a President shall be
elected.”

The natural assumption has been that the
decision on disability is the President’s or,
should he be unable to act, the Vice Pres-
ident’s. This is the theory spelled out in
the Eisenhower-Nixon agreement.

Among objections to such an arrangement
are these: (1) That a President could be-
come incompetent to judge his own ability
or even to recognize the propriety of a Vice
President’s taking over on that ground, and
(2) that an ambitious Vice President might
usurp the authority of a weak but not
actually disabled President.

The Nation has had no experience with
the latter hypothetical situation, but it has
weathered critlcal periods of Presidential
disability or near disability without Presi-
dential or Vice Presidential action. The
constitutional authority, Edward S. Corwin,
writes in the 1957 edition of The President:
Office and Powers:

“In connection with neither Garfield nor
Wilson nor FDR, whose inability was clearly
evident to his close associates even before
his last election, was any official action
taken. The disabled Presidents were left to
depend on their immediate families and
personal entourage.”

The Eisenhower-Nixon agreement gives
substance to the implication of the Con-
stitution. Had such a procedure been gen-
erally recognized at the times recalled by
Dr. Corwin it might have been useful. It
will not, of course, be binding on subse-
quent administrations. But Congress could
do worse than to adopt it as a guide to ac-
tion in any future crisis,

It is not a perfect solution. It is possible
to imagine situations (such as those cited
by Dr. Corwin) in which both President and
Vice President would fail to act. But it is
as good as any olher proposal before Con-
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gress. It has the merit of holding strictly
to the spirit of the Constitution and of con-
fining the decision to the top executives,
both directly endorsed by the people. More-
over, it is in being. President Eisenhower
has acted while Congress argues over even
the method it should pursue in implement-
ing the constitutional provision,

[From the Portland Oregonian of March 10,
1958

PRESIDENT OR VEEP STILL?

President Eisenhower's reference to the
Vice President’s oath as covering all matters
of concern to a Vice President acting in the
place of a disabled President raises a funda-
mental constitutional issue: Is a Vice Presi-
dent, who replaces a President because of the
latter's “death, resignation or inability,” as
provided in article II, section 1, paragraph
6 of the Constitution, then acting as Presi-
dent or as Vice President?

The President's implication is that the
Acting President would legally be acting
as Vice President, although performing the
dutles of the Presidency. There would there=
fore be no need for a new oath and no in-
surmountable complications should the
President’s disability come to an end. The
President would merely resume the respon-
sibility of his office.

This, too, was initially the expressed belief
of the first Vice President affected by suc-
cession provision, When President William
Henry Harrison died April 4, 1841, Vice Presi-
dent John Tyler avowed that he was fully
qualified to perform the duties and exer-
cise the powers and office of President * * *
without any other oath than that taken as
Vice President. In short, it was clearly his
view that he was Vice President acting as
President and would remain so until the
election of a President. Two days later,
however, he took the Presidential oath, as
he said, for “greater precaution.”

Still later, when he published his in-
augural address on April 9, Tyler was bold
enough to proclaim that he had been called
to the high office of President of this con-
federacy. And when Congress convened a
few weeks later, routine resolutions were
drawn to inform the President that the
Houses were in session. An amendment to
change this to the Vice President was
promptly voted down, 38 to 8, by a Senate
mindful of its relations with the new Chief
Executive. And thus was established the
precedent that upon the death of the Presi-
dent, the Vice President actually becomes
President in name as well as in duty.

It must follow, therefore, that a Vice Presi-
dent who succeeds on the disability of the
President also assumes the higher post, for
the Constitution does not distingulsh be-
tween the proceedings as a result of death
and those as a result of disability. But what
a complication application of the precedent
brings about, in the case of disability: Visu-
alize two President—one disabled, the other
serving in his stead. How does the former
resume his role if able? )

The constitutional authority, Dr. Edward
S. Corwin, believes that John Tyler was right
in his initial interpretation of his role, that
he remained a Vice President merely acting
as President. Thus Dr. Corwin also endorses
what appears to be the Eisenhower view that
Mr. Nixonw would not need to take an addi-
tlonal ocath upon taking over the Presiden-
tlal duties under terms of the Elsenhower-
Nixon agreement.

“It was clearly the expectation of the
framers (of the Constltution),” writes Dr.
Corwin in “The President: Office and Pow~
ers” (New York University, 1957), “that the
Vice President should remain Vice President,
a stopgap, a locum tenens, whatever the
occasion of his succession, and should be-
come President only if and when he was
elected as sucih.”
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The Tyler precedent has been repeated six
times, most recently by Harry Truman, S0
that it has effectively become the law of
the land, admits Dr. Corwin, although it is,
in his view, contrary to the intent of the
Constitution. If it were not so, the prob-
lem of Presidential succession, in event of
disability, would not be such a complicated
one.

AMERICA’S EDUCATION NEEDS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on yes-
terday, March 11, I testified before the
Senate Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare on the subject, America’'s
Education Needs.

Because I wish to have that testimony
and the colloquy I had at that time with
the chairman of the committee, the Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr. HmLl, printed
as a reprint, I now ask unanimous con-
sent to have both the testimony and
the colloguy printed at this point in the
body of the REcorp, as a part of my
remarks. 3

There being no objection, the testi-
mony and colloquy were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:
TESTIMONY OF SENATOR WAYNE MORSE, OF

OrEcoN, oN AmEeRrICA’'s EpvcaTioNn NEEDS

BEFORE SENATE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND

PuBLic WELFARE, UNITED STATES SENATE,

MarcH 11, 1958

Chalrman Hmyi, Our next witness will be
& man who has taught for 21 years, a former
teacher, a former dean of his law school, the
University of Oregon, and, may I say, one
of the most brilliant men I have ever known,
and surely one of the ablest Senators that it
has ever been my privilege to know and to
serve with,

So at this time I am delighted to have
before us the teacher, the professor, the
dean, and now the Senator from Oregon,
our good and brilliant friend Senator WayNe
MoRsE.

BTATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE MORSE, UNITED
BTATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON

Senator Morsg. Mr. Chairman, in response
to those flattering remarks I want to say you
just demonstrated how wealthy I really am
because you represent one of the greatest
treasures a man can have, a biased friend.
I do not know of anything more precious
than a biased friend.

I am delighted to respond to your kind re-
marks, but with no flattery, when I say that
you honor me by listening to me this morn-
ing as chairman of the committee. As I
sit before you, I would have the record show
that I am sitting before a man in the Senate
who deserves the title “Mr. School” and
“Mr. Hospital,” because to those of us in the
Benate of the United States who have fol-
lowed your leadership on education and
health legislation that is just what the Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr, HoL] really is.

The CHAIRMAN, Thank you, Senator, most
generously.

Senator Morse. I could not begin to sum-
marize the contributions that you have made
to the school and health needs of the Ameri-
can people during your brilliant service in
the House and in the Senate. Let me assure
you that I shall be very proud of the tran-
script of your remarks here this morning
about the Senator from Oregon for my
descendants to read.

It reminds me, Mr. Chalrman, of a little
experience I had last week, when the vice
president of the Oklahoma State College ex-
pressed great surprise when he saw me at a
cattle show and discovered that it was my
cattle that had the horns. [Laughter.]

I am very glad to have this record for my
descendants to read because It tends to re-
fute those who think I have horns.
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In all serlousness, Mr. Chairman, I turn
to my testimony this morning,

This hearing extends to all pmposals for
science and education for national defense
now pending before the Senate Labor Com-=-
mittee and it is with that understanding
that I wish to bring out a few points I feel
have not yet been sufficlently emphasized.

Most of the testimony we have had so far
has involved higher education and most of
that has emphasized higher education aimed
at improving our standing in science and
technology vis-a-vis the Soviet Unlon.

I do mnot quarrel with the need to im-
prove the use we make of our intellectual
resources In these fields. But I would warn
this committee agalnst stopping there. We
need a national scholarship program, and
we also need grants to the States for educa-
tion at the elementary and secondary levels.
At all levels, ald must not be confined to
any special fields of study, and that is true
even if our sole purpose i1s to raise our
standards in terms of the progress being
made in Soviet Russia.

It is quite true that actlon by Congress
in this field has been stimulated by the
Russian sputniks.

But while Soviet achievement with satel-
lites and missiles presents a challenge to us
in these fields, we must not react so de-
fensively that we meet only that one chal-
lenge. We know enough about communism
to know that it menaces Western civilization
as a whole, not just our sclentific and
technical capacity. It will not confine its
assaults upon us to these fields, It is a
challenge to our entire culture, to our po-
litical, economic, and soclal systems, to our
religions, and to our creative arts. The
Communist system will seek by any avenue
it can find to overthrow our own, There-
fore, we must develop our intellectual re-
sources in all fields of endeavor—in the
humanities, the arts, and the social sclences,
as well as in the physical sclences and
mathemadtics.

For Communist advances are not made
only via modern transportation. They are
made through literature, through all kinds
of propaganda, and through subversion. Iis
appeals are made to the sympathies and
aspirations of mankind. It attacks any
weakness that appears in a national society,
and cannot be guarded against just by put-
ting a rocket on the moon ahead of Russia,
as important as that 1s,

‘We must remember that it is all the intel-
lectual power and talent of our youth that
must be mobilized, whatever their field of
endeavor. I think this must be the frame-
work of the legislation that is developed
from these hearings.

That is why I sald a few moments ago,
Mr. Chairman, that we need to watch out
that we do not waste bralnpower in our
counfry. I do not think we have any right
to deny to a boy and girl a college education
if he or she has the mental potential to do
satisfactory college work. We need to fol-
low various criteria for admission to col-
lege. A high school transcript is one, but
1t must not be made an exclusive one.

I would like to point out that in all my
years of teaching I used to take the position
that if a boy or girl of normal intelligence
falled out of the law school it was my
failure and my faculty's failure and not the
boy's or girl's. It simply meant that we had
falled some way, somehow, to find out where
that particular student’s best aptitudes lay.
That is why I always sought to get a stu-
dent transferred to some other academie
discipline at which that boy or girl could
be a success.

I recognize that there are those students
who just have no intention of doing satis-
factory work. They attend conago primarily
for recreational purposes. They, of course,
should be flunked out. We also have a cer=

4141

tain percentage of students that do not have
the intellectual capacity to do college work.

But I want to point out that time and
time agaln, so many times that I am not
going to accept a high-school transcript as an
exclusive criterion for admission to college,
the high school C student and low B student
can make a satisfactory record in college.
Freguently, greater maturity, the passage of
time, a developing sense of values, & new-
found ambition, and other similar factors
cause & boy or girl to find himself or herself
upon entrance to college. To deny such stu-
dents admission to college, I think, is wrong
from the standpoint of the Nation, and it is
wrong, Mr. Chairman, from the standpoint
of what it does to the individual student.

I am speculating and conjecturing about
this but I am inclined to belleve that a
scientific study would prove my conjecture
right. We are doing great psychological dam-
age to a lot of young men and young women
in this country by denying them admission
to college because of the fact that they are
C high-school students. I wish there were
some way of measuring the cost of this
human loss to the American society.

I am critical of college presidents about
this only because I think that too many of
them are not giving us the assistance that
we need in trying to get legislators to see
that there are other criteria for admission
to college that must be followed. Many col-
lege presidents are harassed men. They are
running institutions with inadequate funds.
They see a flood of students pounding at the
school gates. They understandably ask such
questions as the following: Where are the
classrooms? Where are the teachers?
Where are the facilities? How are we going
to educate all of them with our inadequate
budget? Not being able to answer such
questions they adopt shortcuts. They pick
what they think are the upper 5 or 10 percent
of the applicants and deny an education to
the rest. This is inexcusable human waste.

It is an easy way out, but it is a wasteful
way out. We in a legislative position have
the duty and the obligation to these young
people to see that the education facilities
are avallable so that they can obtaln the
best education their abilities will permit.

The major premise on which I approach
this problem is that I want to see the maxi-
mum education benefits given to every boy
and girl who wants to go on and develop his
or her mental potential. That means I want
whatever facilities are necessary to save the
brainpower of American youth.

The chairman has heard me say on the
floor of the Senate and I repeat for the rec-
ord this morning, “We are not going to keep
ahead of Russia in manpower but we just
better not fall behind Russia in brainpower.”
We are going to fall behind Russia in brain-
power if we adopt any such rule of thumb
that too many college presidents are adopt-
ing these days that only the upper 5 to 10
percent of high-school graduates should go to
college. It is not a sound criterion that we
should take this upper 5 to 10 percent of
high-school graduates and let the others go
ahead and do some other type of work, It is
a waste, I repeat, of valuable brainpower.

I want every American boy and girl to
have the opportunity for & maximum devel=
opment of his brainpower potential.

I would be the first to admit the need for
better high-school standards in many places.
This is especlally true in connection with
high school preparation for college. But my
point is that we cannot justify penalizing
an American boy or girl's chance to go on to
college simply because of a C average in
high school. We need to do a better job at
the high school level it 1s true. But we also

need to develop a college orientation pro-
gram during the first year of college that will
save many high-school graduates from being
denied a chance, with greater maturity that
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rapidly develops after high school, to go to
college.

That is an underlying thesis of the re-
marks I make here this morning.

Aid to primary and secondary schools

I think we must start meeting our na=-
tional responsibility by providing financial
assistance to the States for their elementary
and secondary schools. No American pro-
gram that deals only with the final stages
of our education system, as the Eisenhower
administration’s program does, is going to
restore America to an equality with Russia,
even in the fields of sclence and technology.
In my judgment, any legislation that comes
out of the 85th Congress on education that
does not deal with this part of the education
system will not meet the real need. We
know from many estimates, including the
White House Conference on Education and
the President’s Committee on Education Be~
yond the High School that educational ex-
penditures must be increased at least 75 per-
cent within the next 15 years just to stay
where we are now. With half our public
elementary and secondary school revenue
tied to local property taxes, there is little
hope, in my opinion, that local governments
can double their contributions to education,
And we should be improving our education
system in that time, not just maintaining
what we have now.

As a matter of fact, just what do we have
now? First, we have 840,000 boys and girls
attending classes only part time because of
classroom and teacher shortages. I respect-
fully ask what good we can do these young-
sters by offering them scholarships to attend
colleges and universities? They are being
penalized right now, and the penalty will be
felt again when they compete with full-time
students for financial assistance to go to
college which so many of us think necessary
and desirable.

Second, we have 87,391 emergency teach-
ers. I donot intend at all to disparage these
men and women by pointing out that they
do not have the minimum requirements for
teaching in their States. We can be thank-
ful we have them at all in the teaching pro-
fession. But their continued employment
means that our boys and girls are not get-
ting the standard of instruction that each
Btate has fixed for itself. Interestingly
enough, the United States Office of Educa-
tlon does not seem to regard these emergency

as repl ble, but includes them in
its figures for the entire teaching staff in
American schools. The skill of our teaching
staff as a whole will not rise to where we
want it until salaries are raised to a level
in keeping with what these men and women
can earn outside the profession. That is one
of the primary reasons why I believe Federal
grants to the States are essential.
School construction needed to combat slump

Third, we need more classrooms and other
school facilities. As we cast about for con-
struction projects to stimulate our sagging
economy, I can think of no more useful and
timely program than one of school construec-
tion. The American Association of School
Administrators has written to me about this,
a8 I expect it has written to other Senators.
I ask to have the letter I recelved from the
association's executive secretary, Mr. Finis
Engleman, placed in the record at this point.

The CHAmRMAN. We will have the letter put
in the record at this point, Senator.

(The letter follows:)

AMERICAN ASSOCTATION
OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS,
~ Washington, D, C,, February 18, 1958.
The Honorable WAYNE MoORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear Mg, Morse: I write to propose a
Congressional action which in my judgment
would result in two exceedingly significant
and timely advantages to the people of the
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United States. They grow out of my obser-
vation of what at this moment constitutes
two of the biggest problems facing the Na-
tion. I refer to the recession in business
and employment, which is seemingly growing
more serious every day and must in some
way be halted. The second is the need for
school-building construction which also is
increasing in its seriousness.

I believe that both of these problems could
be sufficiently met by quick action of the
Congress. I therefore propose that a school-
house construction act, somewhat on the
plan submitted by Representative KELLEY In
the last session of Congress, would be a sult-
able plan. I believe that it is generally
agreed that bullding construction constitutes
one of the best means of improving the
economy. Surely increased school building
would seemingly affect unemployment in
nearly all aspects of labor and at the same
time it would stimulate business in a great
many directions. In the first place, heavy
equipment such as trucks, cranes, and bull-
dozers would be in increased demand. Steel,
masonry, and lumber would have an immedi-
ate pickup. Furthermore, industries produc=
ing window shades, many kinds of furniture,
glass, floor coverings, plumbing accessories,
stoves, boilers, slate, draperies, and the like
could be relieved of their excess inventory
rather quickly, and industries which produce
these materials would again spring into full
production.

‘While stimulating our economy, we would
be, at the same time, strengthening the Na-
tlon by providing schools for our potential
workers and leaders of tomorrow. This in
itself justifies the expenditure, and certainly
holds many advantages over almost any kind
of construction, particularly public build-
ings such as post offices and the like.

Never before, In my judgment, have so
many people been concerned over the im-
provement of our school system. I believe,
too, that the Congress would hit a popular
note by embarking on such an enterprise.

Sincerely,
Finis E, ENGLEMAN,
Ezecutive Secretary.

Just last year, the administration was
agreeing with us about the classroom short-
age to the extent of giving half-hearted sup-
port to a construction bill. Now it has
abandoned that program, without, of course,
giving any indication that Federal assistance
is no longer needed. It did not because it
cannot. At the opening of the school year,
the Nation required about 200,000 new class-
rooms to meet new enrollments and replace
obsolete buildings. The States are building
about 60,000 new classrooms a year, thereby
keeping up with new enroliments but mak-
ing only a small dent in the backlog of con=
struction needs.

I can think of no more worthwhile public
works program than one of school construc-
tlon. The bill I sponsored last year with
Senator CLARK, 8. 1134, and the new bill in-
troduced by Senator MuRRAY and cospon=
sored by myself and many others would in-
clude school construction among the uses
to which the Federal grants could be put.
Senator Proxmime of Wisconsin, this year
joined us as a cosponsor of S. 1134.

To those who still ¢ling to the old no-
tion that Federal assistance would lead to
Federal control, I remind them of the his-
tory of Federal school construction. A great
many people have forgotten that school
buildings were among the major projects
built by the Federal Government during the
depression of the 1930’s. In the 1955 report
on Federal Ald for School Construction by
the Library of Congress, there is contained
a summary of the activities of the Public
Works Administration and the Works Proj-
ects Administration. PWA made its grants
to the localities to use for the construction
they needed most. From 1933 through 1942,
PWA made allotments for 6,687 elementary
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and secondary schools costing over 8979
million. Every State of the Union partici-
pated in this program. 8School buildings
comprised 40 percent of all non-Federal proj-
ects for which PWA made allotments.

Every Senator, in other words, has schools
in his State that were built with Federal
grants in the 1930's. Can any one of them
show where any Federal control of teaching
methods or curricula has resulted? Can
anyone point to a single school in this coun-
try buillt with PWA funds and say that it
fell under Federal domination because Fed-
eral money helped build it?

Then we have WPA schools. The WPA
did not make grants to the localities or
States, but built its projects directly, Over
a period of 8 years, more than 5,900 new
schools were built, and more than 33,000
others were modernized under WPA, at a
cost of $466,700,000. Can any Senator who
is opposing Federal aid because of fear of
Federal control point to any WPA-con-
structed school and say that it is now being
run or dominated by the Federal Govern-
ment?

The same record can be shown for Public
Law 815, under which Federal money is pro-
vided to build schools in the so-called fed-
erally impacted areas.

I think the record already made on Fed-
eral funds for school construction puts to
rest these fears of Federal control of the
schools of America.

In fact, I digress to point out that millions
of dollars have poured into the States over
many, many years for the so-called land-
grant colleges under the Morrell Act. I am
going to have complete computations short-
1y on this, We are at work on it now.

Does any Senator want to tell me that any
State college in his State is dominated by
the Federal Government because it has been
the recipient of great sums of money over
the years?

Of course, the answer Is that such a charge
is nonsense. It is pure nonsense. It is a
fear argument. It is a scarecrow that is be-
ing built up in the communities of Ameriea,
with the result that timid politicians too
frequently are following this propaganda line,
and unwittingly, I am sure, but nevertheless
effectively, denying to American boys and
girls the educational opportunities that I
think are their heritage.

I have eaid before, and I repeat this morn-
ing, we cannot let the educational oppor-
tunities of American boys and girls be de-
pendent upon an act of God. The place of
birth of an American boy and girl is an act
of God.

I take the position that every American
boy and girl, wherever born in this country,
is deserving of an equal chance for the maxi-
mum development of his or her brain poten-
tial. That is basic in this whole philosophy
that the chalrman and I have been fighting
for, along with other wonderful colleagues
in the Senate, for decent Federal aid to edu-
cation for many years past.

The committee already has before it the
testimony of Dr. Edward Teller to the effect
that there is no more important segment of
our school system in developing sclentists
and engineers than the high-school level. I
wish to reenforce that opinion with my own,
based on 21 years of teaching at the college
level. Every college professor and adminis«
trator knows that what is accomplished with
a student in college depends in large meas-
sure upon what he brings with him, intellect-
ually speaking, from high school. If the
high-school training is deficient—and we
have a lot of evidence that it is—then the
colleges must make up the difference. They
are doing it with special classes for freshmen,
for example, in English, in mathematics, and
other basic subjects that should have been
learned in high school. This does not even
take into account the number of boys and
girls with good minds who were unable to
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meet college requirements at all. Money
will not solve all this problem of our educa~-
tional deficiencles. But it is a part of the
problem where the Federal Government can
and should help out. The billion a year pro=
vided in S. 1134 is a reasonable and even con-
servative amount for the Federal Government
to contribute to the States for school sup-
port.
Scholarships alone not enough at college
level

Now I would like to devote myself for a
moment to the college aspect of education
for defense. I am & cosponsor with Senator
Crarx of 8. 1237, about which he will testify
tomorrow. Our bill is somewhat broader in
scope than the Hill bill, as you know. It
provides for more scholarships and does not
limit eligibility to specific fields. I appreciate
that the Hill bill, which I also cosponsored,
does not limit the field of study for the stu-
dent as he enters college, but awards the
scholarships on the basis of the student’s
achievement in science, mathematics, and
foreign language in high school. It assumes
that the curricula in these departments will
thereby be strengthened in our high schools.

There is one major deficiency in both these
measures, in my opinion. This is a grant to
the institution for each student it enrolls
with a Federal scholarship, whether the pro-
gram follows the essentials of the Clark-
Morse bill or the Hill bill. Last November, I
received from the chancellor of the Oregon
State Bystem of Higher Education a copy of
the statement presented to the House Sub-
committee on Special Education on behalf of
the Oregon State Board of Higher Education.
It presents a very convincing case, in my
judgment, in showing that scholarships alone
will be of little value without accompanying
grants that will enable our colleges and uni-
versities to expand their facilities.

“Unless some way can be found to build
classrooms, libraries, laboratories, dormi-
tories, and other college buildings,” says the
Oregon State Board of Higher Education,
“there will not be enough space available for
students. Unless funds are available to pay
adequate salaries to attract and retain added
faculty, there will not be enough professors
available to teach students who might be
recruited by a scholarship program.”

Oregon expects a 58-percent increase in 4
years in the enrollment in our eight institu-
tions in the State system of higher education.
A scholarship program that would increase
the number of boys and girls able financially
to enroll in these schools would require the
schools to raise their admission standards in
order to cut down the total number ad-
mitted. Oregon has traditionally admitted
all Oregon high-school graduates to its col-
leges. Recently, it has had to abandon that
policy. I think it is most unfortunate that
we had to do so in Oregon., I know that some
schools do favor selective admissions and
may welcome a greater degree of selectivity.

But at the same time it is the objective of
& Federal scholarship program to give college
training to qualified young men and women
presently unable to obtain it for financial
reasons. It is surely not the objective of
these scholarship programs—neither the
Hill bill nor the Clark bill—to raise admis=
sion standards only, and keep the number of
students admitted at current levels or at
levels only proportionate to the population.
Yet that is the effect they well may have if
we do not help the institutions expand their
facilities.

I ask to have the statement by the Oregon
State Board of Higher Education appear at
this point in my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The statement will be
placed in the record at this point.

(The statements follow:)

Y“STATEMENT OF WILLARD B. SPALDING, DEAN OF
THE FACULTY, PORTLAND STATE COLLEGE
“The Honorable CArL ELLIOTT, members of

the Subcommittee on Special . Education,
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ladies, and gentlemen, the official position
of the Oregon State Cystem of Higher Edu=-
cation, which I represent at this meeting,
can be stated briefly. The proposed scholar-
ship program is not generally opposed, but
neither is it strongly endorsed, for it will be
of little assistance to the colleges. The larger
student bodies become, the harder pressed
colleges will be for physical facllities and
added faculty. Unless some ways can be
found to build classrooms, libraries, labora-
tories, dormitories and other college build-
ings, there will not be enough space avail-
able for students. Unless funds are available
to pay adequate salaries to attract and retain
added faculty, there will not be enough
professors available to teach students who
might be recruited by a scholarship program.
Scholarships, at best, are a modest and most
inadequate approach to the problems of
higher education in seeking to avoid being
overwhelmed by students. The Congress of
the United States would do well to study
the major problems, as well as the present
minor one.

“The size of the general educational task
is set forth clearly on pages 8 and 9 of the
report on the development of sclentific,
engineering, and other professional man-
power prepared for your committee by
Charles Quattlebaum. Scme added specific
data for the Oregon State System of Higher
Education may shed further light on the
problem.

“In 1953-54, there were 14,968 students en-
rolled in the eight institutions in the State
system. By 1956-57, this number had in-
creased to 20,918 and, for the current year
is up 9 percent over 1956-57. A 58 percent
increase in 4 years is a precursor of even
greater increases in the next decade. Pre-
dicting enrollments is hazardous for they
are determined by economic conditions, ad-
missions policies, world tensions and many
other factors and forces. But, if these re-
main constant, the Oregon State System of
Higher Education could enroll, under its
present policies, a minimum of 40,000 stu-
dents in 1967-68, if space and faculty were
available.

“One of its present policies, created in part
to meet the impending crisis of increasing
enrollment and inadequate physical facili-
ties, is that of selective admissions. While
this policy can be defended on educational
grounds, it is significant that only when
the enrollment crisis was imminent did the
Board of Higher Education abandon its tra-
ditional procedures of admitting all Oregon
high school graduates to its colleges.

“Even though providing scholarships is, at
best, an inadequate answer to the problems
of higher education when confronted by in-
creased enrollments, the proposal deserves to
be considered as a possible way to induce
more able youth to attend college. As the
distinguished members of this committee are
well aware, the Nation needs the contribu-
tions to the arts, to industry, to agriculture
and to science which able young men and
women can make after appropriate educa-
tion.

“We in higher education have some unique
interests in encouraging superior students to
enroll in our institutions. First, all evidence
points to an immediate and almost over-
whelming increase in the number of high-
school graduates desiring to enter college.
The already meager supply of recrults for
college faculties will become proportionally
smaller as enrollments rise. Encouraging
more superior graduates to attend college
will increase the source of professorial
possibilities.

“Second, much faculty research requires
the assistance of graduate students. Indi-
vidual professors develop new concepts in
their studies, the validity of which must be
tested in laboratory, library, or the field.
Many routine, and some not so routine, tasks
of investigation are carried on by students
under the directlon of the master. Every=
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one profits from this arrangement; research
is done more rapidly; students learn to be
scholars as they work with their professors;
professors learn more about their fields and
their students.

“Third, graduate students, and some ad-
vanced undergraduates, assist in teaching.
Laboratory assistants, readers of examina-
tions and other papers, proctors and the like
are commonly drawn from the ranks of able
college students. Unless this supply keeps
pace with increasing enrollments, either pro-
Tessors will be forced to spend more of their
own time in such activities, to the detriment
of their teaching and other scholarly work,
or colleges will be forced to use less able
assistance to the detriment of their students.

“Use of graduate assistance in teaching
and scholarly activity is closely related to
increasing the supply of college teachers, for
in pursuing these two occupations students
begin their progress toward faculty status.

“But the need of the Nation for more
highly trained and highly intelligent spe-
clalists and the peculiar needs of institu-
tions of higher education should not
overshadow the complexity of the problem of
encouraging able youth to attend college,
nor lead to the acceptance of partial answers
to it. The problem cannot be solved by the
easy answer of scholarships at Federal ex-
pense, worthy as they may be.

“The proposal to solve the problem by
providing Federal scholarships is based upon
the assumption that most able students who
do not go to college would do so if they
could afford it. This assumption s of
doubtful validity. True, able students who
fail to enter college are, on the average, from
less wealthy homes, although there are
marked individual exceptions. Undoubtedly,
some of them, perhaps a sizeable fraction
but surely much smaller than one-half,
would take advantage of Federal scholar-
ships. But the gain would be much less
than that claimed by proponents of scholar-
ships and not all of those who enter would
be able to complete college courses success-
fully. ;

“To turn first to the probable fallure of
some able students, a point which is often
overlooked, one needs to recognize that suc- -
cess in college is due more to what the stu-
dent knows and what he can do than to his
latent ability. Students who cannot spell,
who cannot read college-level texts, who
cannot write an intelligible paper, who can-
not compute accurately, will not secure
passing grades in any reputable college. Ac-
curate performance in these basic skills is as
much a result of the environment and
homes in which these students were born
and lived as of the public schools which
they attended. The records of urban col-
leges, like those of Portland State College,
reveal that many students of unquestioned
ability are dropped from college because of
fallures due to the above-mentioned defects.

“These defects are at least as widespread
among able students from less well-to-do
families who do not attend college as among
those who do attend, and probably more so.
To the extent that Federal scholarships en-
couraged more students with defective skills
to attend college, they would also be in-
creasing the number and probably the pro-
portion of those who are dropped because of
academic failure. Each such failure means
waste of both college and Federal funds,

“Turning back to the basic problem, many
able students have acguired life goals, often
because of their experiences in school and at
home, which do not include extended educa-
tion. They are motivated to succeed in
eareers which they see as not requiring any
more preparation than they already possess.
Further, many of them have learned to look
at intellectual activity as the work of egg-
heads, and have no desire to pursue it. Dis~
covering fully what makes able students
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choose other ways of life than attending col-
lege will involve careful and extensive re-
search. This committee might well propose
Federal support of research into this aspect
of the problem as a first step toward devel-
oping a more nearly complete solution than
can be provided through scholarships.

“Present students of high ability would be
eligible for national scholarships, for they
would apply at the most sizable source of
income. This would release some presently
avallable local funds for the support of less
able students than those who now receive
them. Thus, the cumulative effect of na-
tional scholarships upon college enrollment
would be considerably in excess of the actual
number of recipients.

*“Most proposals for natlonal scholarships
include distributing them among the States
on some basis, often in proportion to popu-
lation. But, if the aim is to attract the
largest number of able students to college,
geographical limitations are undesirable.
The publicatlon by Mr. Quattlebaum, to
which I referred earlier, mentions the na-
tional. merit scholarship program on pages
117-118. These scholarships are avallable by
States, on a guota basis, to students who
score high on the test used. If my informa-
tion is correct, there were more students in
New York State who scored higher than the
best student in the 16 lowest States and yet
did not score high enough to secure a schol-
arship, than there were students in these low
States who received scholarships. In other
words, if the funds had been used to support
the most able students in the country, irre-
spective of residence, residents of New York
would have received many more scholarships,
residents of the 16 lowest States, few or
none.

“In closing, I repeat, the major problems
confronting higher education are providing
faculty and facilities for the tremendous
number of students who are about to apply
for admission. National scholarships com-
pound this problem, while also providing a
small but needed supply of able students.
How large a supply will be provided and how
to increase the supply by other means than
scholarships deserve careful study. This
committee could well propose that the Con-
gress underwrite scholarly research as a basis
for a many-pronged attack upon the problem
of attracting more able youth to the Nation's
colleges.”

Senator Morse. I also received more re-
cently a letter from John R. Richards, the
chancellor of the State board. I quote one
sentence of it: “Removing the financial bar-
riers to attendance at college is recognized
to be important but secondary to the pro-
vision of teachers, classrooms and laboratories
in our public and independent institutions.”

The second half of that sentence is under-
scored in his letter. I ask to have his entire
letter of January 29, 1958, appear at this
point.

The CHAIRMAN. We will have it appear in
the record at this point in your testimony.

(The letter follows:)

OREGON STATE BOARD
oF HicHER EDUCATION,
OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR,
Eugene, Oreg., January 29, 1958.
Hon. WAYNE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeArR SENATOR Morsg: The present Con-
gress is under great pressure to do something
about higher education. Many suggestions
are coming to you, and I write to express the
official position of Oregon public higher edu-
cation.

It must seem to you at times that the posi-
tion of college educators is somewhat mixed
on the direction of Federal support. Ac-
tually, there is a consensus among us about
what should be done by the Congress in
this session. Enclosed is a statement from
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the American Council on Education which
outlines an agreed-upon program in some
detail.

Please note that there are five groups of
action that are recommended to you. First
priorities are given to legislation that will
have the effect of increasing the numbers
of teachers and improving the physical facil-
ities of our institutions. Removing the
financial barriers to attendance at college
is recognized to be important but secondary
to the provision of teachers, classrooms and
laboratories in our public and independent
institutions.

I shall be glad to attempt to answer any
questions that you may have about our
adopted program for the strengthening of
higher education in the United States
through increased Federal support.

Sincerely,
JOHN R. RICHARDS,
Chancellor.

Senator Morse. I have come to the con-
clusion, as I told Chancellor Richards, that
a direct grant, as a kind of mafching sum
for each student entering an institution
under a Federal scholarship program is es-
sential if their facilities are not to be over-
loaded.

I urge the committee to add such a pro-
vision to any Federal scholarship bill it ap-
proves.

While I have this opportunity, I would
remind the chairman of the committee of
my long-standing support of his oll-for-edu-
cation proposal which would provide a source
of revenue for school support. It would be
most unfortunate for the future of American
education if his proposal were allowed to
wither at a time when it is most vitally
needed.

I also want to call attention to S. 714 and
other bills like it that would reestablish edu-
cation and training benefits for veterans.
Hearings have been held on these bills by
the veterans subcommittee, and I am very
anxious that action be taken. The World
War II and Korean GI bills were an Invest-
ment in our intellectual resources that will
continue to bring returns to the Nation for
many years to come.

I ask to have printed in the record the
testimony I gave the subcommittee last year
in support of renewal of the GI bill.

The CHAIRMAN. At this point in the record
we will have it printed.

(The testimony referred to follows:)

“REVIVAL OF THE GI BILL OF RIGHTS IS A SOUND
INVESTMENT IN AMERICA'S FUTURE
“(Btatement of Senator WayNE Morse before

Subcommittee on Veterans' Affalrs, Com-

mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, March

22, 1957)

“Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee, I appreciate thlis opportunity to
present my views to the subcommittee on the
vital legislation before it.

“As a cosponsor of 8. 714, I urge its favor-
able consideration and an early report to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare so
that it can be acted upon during the present
session of Congress.

“This is not a new fleld for me. In the
80th Congress it was my privilege to be chair-
man of this subcommittee. That experience
and my work on the parent committee af-
forded me a priceless opportunity to observe
the operation of the World War IT GI bill of
rights. As a member of the Labor Committee
in the 82d Congress, I partieipated in the
writing of the Eorean GI bill of rights, the
benefits of which were terminated by Presi-
dential order.

“That experience in the formulation of
these programs and observation of their
effects convinces me that they were among
the great achievements of our democratic
system.
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“The policy underlying the GI bills

“Any consideration of the bills before the
subcommittee requires a restatement of the
policy underlying the GI bills.

“Historically the United States, as a peace-
loving natlon, has maintained only small
regular Armed Forces composed of profes-
sionals. It is the hope of all peace-loving
peoples that we will once again be able to
limit the military establishment to a small
professional force and that other nations
will be relieved of the heavy burdens of
armament and large military forces.

“Since the outbreak of World War II this
has not been possible. Unsettled world
conditions and the aggressive designs of
Hitler's Germany, and since World War II,
the Soviet bloc, have forced upon the United
States a program of military preparedness
as a means of discouraging aggression and
having available, Iif the dread occasion
arises, military capability sufficient to crush
an aggressor.

“We have sought to build and maintain
that military capability in a democratic
manner by the use of a civilian draft in
which the burdens of service fall as equally
as possible upon our able-bodied young

people.

“Since the beginning of the World War II
draft, we have recognized that most draftees
are civilians in uniform taking their turn in
manning our defenses. This has been the
policy in both war and peace.

“] do not recall that any proponents of
the peacetime draft argued or urged that
the draft should be a means of stafling the
armed services with permanent or long serv-
ice personnel. To the contrary, the basic
argument was made that enlistments were
insufficlent to provide the full requirement
of manpower, that the draft was a supple=
ment to supply the deficiency by rotating
civillans for fixed periods of time. In en-
acting the so-called Universal Military
Training and Service Act, the basic ap-
proach of training civilians for short-term
service in the Armed Forces was not
changed. :

“The 19556 act does attempt to extend
tralning so that there will be a pool of rela-
tively skilled manpower in recognition of
the continual need for trained personnel. .

“However, the basic pattern was main-
tailned; namely, that compulsory service was
to be required for civillan servicemen.

“In the testimony of the representatives
of the armed services on Tuesday the basic
objection to all benefits provided by the GI
bills was bottomed on the proposition that
such benefits would be lures back to civilian
life which would defeat reenlistment, which
the armed services naturally desire.

“The Department of the Army painted a
bleak picture of its reenlistment rate. I ap-
preciate the problem. However, we must
recognize that the draft and Reserve pro-
grams are primarily and almost exclusively
concerned with civillans temporarily in the
Armed Forces. Numerically and by percent-
age they have been and would be the prin-
cipal beneficlaries of the GI-bill program.

“To the extent that Regular Army person=
nel are induced to return to civilian life by
& cutoff date for qualifying for such bene-
fits I see no objection, although I have not
reached a final conclusion on the matter to
extending the qualifying period for those who
reenlist.

“However, the present administration is In
an aw position indeed when it opposes
the proposed revival of a GI bill on
the ground that it discourages reenlistment.
The administration's policies of cutting the
manpower of the Army in particular have
been a prineipal cause of discouraging young
men from making a career of the Army. The
administration’s cutbacks in the Air Force
have had the same result. I only wish I had
every letter I have received from captains
and majors who were forced out of the Air
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Force as overage in grade, 2 and 3 years ago,
to present to this subcommittee. They would
make a voluminous budget document look
like a Reader's Digest short story in com-
parison.

“This administration has forced out of
service thousands of men who desired to
make the Army and the Air Force their
careers. Many of us warned that this would
be a costly process both in terms of indi-
vidual loss and retraining replacements.

“The Army and the Air Force fail to make
a convineing case on many counts in their
narrow approach to this legislation.

“General Hershey’s testimony

“As I am not a member of this subcom~
mittee I was not present for General Her-
shey's testimony, but I have read it. Let me
say that he is a great American who has
discharged a hard and onerous task with
great distinction. I respect his ability and
integrity, and feel that he has manned a
difficult station for long and thankless years
without sufficient recognition for his patriotic
service.

“I note, however, that the answers that he
gave concerning his views of the desirability
of bills such as 8. 714 were off-the-cuff opin-
fons. I must disagree with some of the
conclusions he presented.

“My comments on the incentive to leave
service argument also apply to General
Hershey’s comments, although I do not sug-
gest that he is in any way accountable for
the administration’s on-again, off-again
manpower policies.

“He did state that the various forms of
compulsory service are designed to be uni-
versal and to require equality of sacrifice
for at least all able-bodied persons. That is
the theory of the system, but it has not been
the practice. No one can serve in Congress
for long without observing that in fact the
obligations of service do not fall equally
upon even the able bodied. Many tens of
thousands, for various reasons, do not serve
their time in the armed services. In most
instances deferments are warranted and jus-
tified. But we should not close our eyes to
the fact that many young men whose fami-
lies can afford sending them to college are
thereby obtaining deferments. In that
period of deferment they may marry and
bave children and become, for all practical
purposes, draft proof.

“There are many other circumstances in
which economic good fortune or special
status enable some young men to delay their
service to more convenient times, or com-
pletely, when less fortunately situated Amer-
icans have no option but to comply with the
President's greetings. Anyone with a tele-
vision set has seen several professional base-
ball players hot-foot-it through a full world
series game but receive deferments or even
exemptions from military service on physical
grounds,

“So, I think it fair to say that the present
system is not in fact universal, has seldom
been universal and its burdens and sacrifices
fall unequally.

“GI bill not an incentive or special reward

*“But, I disagree with General Hershey on
another basic principle. The GI bill is not
an incentive or special reward. First, I should
emphasize that, so long as a civillan draft is
necessary, such service is a right and privi-
lege of citizenship and residence in this
country of freedom and opportunity. But
it is not carried by all families and all young
men. The service obligation applies only to
males—families without sons are mnot all
affected even indirectly, Many families with
sons do not have their lives disrupted for a
great variety of reasons. The men in service
and their families in time of international
tension, such as the one we have been living
through in recent months, experience anx-
iety that Is not so intense or direct when the
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obligations are contingent wupon future
changes of status.

““We must recognize that many thousands
who are in service during peacetime have
more arduous and onerous duties and sta=
tions than many of those who served in rela-
tively safe positions in wartime. Even in
war the exposure to enemy action falls upon
a relatively small number.

“What then is the basic purpose of the GI
bill? I submit it is to enable the individual
to make up for many of the lost opportuni-
tles that 2 or more years of military service
involve. The young man who loses 2 years of
civilian life thereby loses many economic
opportunities—some excellent, some rou=-
tine. But it can hardly be argued that 2
years of military service do not represent a
2-year handicap in relation to his contem-
poraries or the stage of economic and family
life the individual would otherwise have.

“Many young men just out of high school
who are drafted will not go on to college or
into vocational training if they lack the GI
bill. A young man out of service at 21, who
may marry as many do while in service, needs
a home for his new family which frequently
only a GI insured loan will make possible.

“These opportunities to make up for lost
time and improve his lot are not only for
the benefit of the individual. They are good
for the country because we thereby receive a
better trained, more self-sufficlent, more
skilled crop of young adults.

“The GI bill is not an incentive for service.
The service must be performed. It is, rather,
& national insurance policy that our young
people will not be permanently handicapped
by reason of their military service.

“General Hershey suggested that if we pro-
vide such incentives in peacetime what is
there to offer in a real emergency? The an-
swer is simple: we needed no incentives
during World War II or the Korean war for
our young men to render gallant service. I
do not fear that we will need any incentives
in future emergencies.

“Education

*As a longtime educator I am specially in-
terested in the educational opportunities the
GI bill has afforded and will afford.

“College professors and school administra-
tors are practically unanimous that their
veteran students were among the best they
have worked with. Young people with their
military service behind them are more ma-
ture, in addition to being a few years older.
They are more serious about their work, put
more into it, and get more out of it.

“The GI bill is no gravy train. No GI stu-
dents have lived high on their benefits. At
best, the benefits are enough to get by on
while taking a full-time course. Tens of
thousands used their entitlement for night
study while working—and received only tu-
ition and not subsistence. Tens of thou-
sands had to work their way through schools
or their wives worked. The GI bill made it
possible to have that extra margin of in-
come and help to finish school, but only
with great effort and sacrifice.

“As a result, however, our World War II
and Korean veterans have improved them-
selves and the schools, too. We have better
educated employees, fathers, and citizens.
Industry and commerce have benefited from
the new skills. Many communities have
doctors and dentists they would not other-
wise have.

“In sum, the Nation is richer not just in
money, but in more fully developed human
resources.

“Home and business loans

“Home and business loans have provided
similar benefits to both individuals and
communities by making possible home
building and better family life and pro=-
viding the enterprising with a start in busi-
ness. Whether we are at war or not, the
need is as great and the benefits as full to
communities throughout the Natlon.
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“An incentive to end the draft

“The philosophy of 8. 714 is that so long
as military service is required of civillans,
the Nation will provide its young service-
men with assistance in reestablishing them-
selves in civilian life.

“As the Department of Defense testimony
indicates, one basic problem of the military
establishment is the lack of career person-
nel who are skilled. The amswer to this is
not to make clvilian life less attractive to
civillan draftees. I believe that the answer
was suggested by Adlai Stevenson in 1956—
the encouragement and establishment of a
professional military unit geared to the
highly technical weapons which are the
mainstay of our defenses will relieve the
pressure for civillan draftees. Indeed, the
turnover of technieally trained personnel
testified to by the Department of Defense
witnesses indicates that we are spending
more money than we should for retraining
because of the lack of an adequate profes-
sional career corps.

“These costs and those of the GI bill may
serve as an Inducement for remedying the
current situation.

“But we should bear in mind that the
dividends of the GI bill are far greater than
the dollar investment.

“Administration cuts—but only human
benefits

“This administration claims to be liberal
in human affairs and conservative in eco-
nomic affairs. There is never any doubt that
in case of conflict, the dollar will be the
victor over the human being,

“In this case, the administration opposes
revival of the GI bill and its proven benefits
to tens of thousands of human beings and
their communities. Yet it has money for
weapons, talking (but not human) stamp-
vending machines, Mideast dictators, hydro-
gen bomb tests, quick tax writeoffs for utili=
ties and railroads.

“I suggest to the mothers and fathers of
America that instead of adding “Jr.’ to their
youngsters' names, they will prosper far more
u mey add lme.l L1

Senator MoRsE. I wish to close by empha-
sizing that better facilities and teachers in
the sciences at all levels of education are
vital to our military defense. But meeting
the needs of war is not enough; we must
prepare our citizens to attack as well the
problems that lead to war. To do that we
must develop our brainpower in the social
sciences and the humanities, in addition to
developing our brainpower in nuclear phys-
ics and aerodynamiecs. It may well be that
in today's world it will take more brains
for us to live in peace than it would take
to go to war.

In my judgment, the American people are
far ahead of the administration and even
ahead of Congress in their willingness to put
forth effort and even money to improve our
education system. We need to show them
that we in Congress will also do our part,
and we must do it now.

I would like, Mr. Chairman, to also quote
from that great educator and politician of
Pennsylvania, Thaddeus Stevens, who once
pointed out that we should “learn to dread
ignorance more than taxation.”

I also would like to emphasize, in closing,
that great tenet of Thomas Jefferson, “The
strength of a democracy can be no greater
than the enlightenment of its people.”

Who among us can deny the fact that if
we fail to give the support to the American
school system that we should, we are selling
short future generations of American boys
and girls?

Lastly, I will close the record with a couple
of rhetorical questions.

As I have sald in debate in the Senate:
*Give me that price tag, will you, on & nu-
clear physicist. What is he worth? What
is a great blochemist worth? Price him for
me.”
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But let us move out of the natural sciences
into the social sciences. What is the value
of a great theologian? What is a great his-
torian worth? What is a great lingulst
worth?

Or to summarize it, what 1s any trained
mind worth?

The CHARMAN. Let me interrupt you.
What is a great teacher worth?

Scnator Mogse. Yes; what s a great
teacher worth? What is any frained mind
worth? You cannot price trained minds be-
cause in fact they are priceless.

To the American people I say from this
witness chalr this morning, as a people we
are guilty of a great waste of a great natural
resource in America, the greatest natural
resource we have, the brainpower of mil-
lions of our boys and girls. They are God's
gift to America.

I want to plead that the politicians in the
Congress, in this year 1958, do a little re-
thinking about this whole matter of train-
ing brainpower, because the real source of
fear of Russia, the real cause of fear from
Russlia, in my judgment, is the fear that she
may outstrip us in brainpower. I urge the
passage of a broad Federal aid to education
bill.

The CezHAIRMAN, Senator, let me thank you
on behalf of the committee for this most
powerful and eloquent statermnent. I am sure
these gentlemen who heard this statement
this morning now understand why I pre-
sented you as “this brilliant Senator.”

We are coming to the close of these hear-
ings, and it is certainly very fine that we
could have this magnificent statement of
yours here in the record at this point, sir.

Senator Morse. I appreciate you kindness
to me.

The CHAIRMAN. There is a deep apprecia-
tion for your testimony.

Senator Morsg, I appreciate your com-
ments, Mr. Chalrman, and I am glad at the
end of the testimony I still have with me my
biased friend the distinguished chairman of
this committee and Senator from Alabama
[Mr, Hir]. Thanks very much.

VIEWS OF OREGON FARMERS ON
THE EISENHOWER-BENSON PRO-
POSALS TO REDUCE PRICE SUP-
PORTS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Ei-
senhower-Benson proposals to reduce
price supports have caused a great deal
of consternation among farmers of the
State of Oregon, particularly the dairy
farmers. I am sure that farm families
across the Nation share the views of the
majority of our Oregon farmers with re-
spect to the administration’s farm pro-
gram or lack of a program.

In order that the administration may
have the benefit of the views of Oregon
farmers, I ask unanimous consent that
there be inserted at this point in the
REecorp, in connection with my remarks,
an open letter on subsidies, written by
the North Bayside Grange No. 691, of
Coos Bay, Oreg.; a letter dated Febru-
ary 10, addressed to me by Mrs. Melissa
Berber of Nehalem, Oreg., protesting
the Benson dairy price reduction pro-
posal; a letter dated March 6, written
to me by Mr. A. Cellers, president of
the Buchanan-Cellers Grain Co. of
McMinnville, Oreg., expressing opposi-
tion fto the administration’s cut in soil-
conservation-practice payments; a let-
ter dated March 4, written by the United
Dairymen’s Association of Seattle,
Wash., urging opposition to a drop in
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dairy price supports; and a letter under
date of March 6, addressed to me by Mr.
W. E. Davis of The Dalles, Oreg., con-
taining a very profound analysis of Ben-
son’s program to unbalance the farm
economy of the Nation.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

OPEN LETTER ON SUBSIDIES

The members of North Bayside Grange, No.
€91, of Coos County, Oreg., have seen fit to
protest the proposed lowering of dairy sup-
port prices. Coos County is a dalry county, so
our members are concerned over this develop-
ment.

This protest should not be construed as an
argument for subsidles as such. The dairy-
man is as willing as anyone to cease being
dependent on the Government, providing
that all other segments of the economy return
to the same basis.

The dairyman has unwittingly been caught
in the subsidy trap. The price of cheese is
governed by the support price and his costs
of production is kept high by other artificlal
means. Lowering of supports on one com-
modity without lowering on all is clearly a
discrimination against that commodity.

Agriculture is the only industry that has
been and is being ridiculed for receiving sub-
sidies. Alrlines and shipping, rapid amorti-
zation and other beneficiaries receive little
or no publieity at all.

The majority of our press, nationally, has
pursued a policy that has been both mis-
leading and harmful. Namely, they create
the impression that the entire budget of the
United States Department of Agriculture is
being used for price supports. The fact is
that the major part of this budget is being
used for the benefit of nonfarmers in the
Forest BService, school lunches and many
relmbursable funds. If the United States
Department of Agriculture has done any-
thing to counteract this trend it has not been
noticeable in this area. This grange has
always been committed to the bellef that the
United BStates Department of Agriculture
should be helpful to the farmers.

Public utilities are guaranteed the right
to set their rates according to costs so that
they may have a profitable operation.

Labor is guaranteed the right to bargain
for a raise based on the cost of Hving. In
many cases, escalator clauses are in effect.
Labor also has a national minimum wage law.

The grange does not begrudge labor a
decent standard of living but where this is
reflected in the baslc commodities we must
buy, the dairyman becomes more acutely
aware of his diminishing income and lowered
standard of living.

Taxes continue to climb and no one is
optimistic enough to predict that they will
not continue to do so. Our responsibility to
the school system is clearly mapped out for
a number of years In advance. Teachers'
salaries are increasing. There is national
publicity on behalf of ralsing teachers’ sala-
ries.

The dairyman will acknowledge this respon-
sibility unless he Is forced out of business and
can find no place in industry. Industrial
unemployment is now a major problem.

The major portion of the milk In Coos
County is used for cheese. This cheese has
been moving into the markets under com-
petitive conditions, but at a subslstence rate
to the producer. The support price alone
would not be a profitable operation so it has
been used only in cases of extreme emergen=-
cles. All that cheese supports have meant
is insurance that the market will not collapse.

It is the grassroots opinion of this repre-
pentative cross sectlon of dalrymen, that we
deserve some consideration.

The trend of the administration to elimi-
nate the small operator could result in a
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monopoly condition which would be more
harmiful to the general public than the total
of all subsidies ever paid.

If the time has come to end subsidies,
let us eliminate them on everyone alike.
The dairyman does not ask for preferential
treatment—all he asks 1s equal treatment.
It is not realistic to expect the dairy industry
to exist in competition to Government

largess.
BonnNIE FULLERTON,
Secretary, North Bayside Grange No.
691.
Coos Bay, OReg,

NEHALEM, OREG., February 10, 1958.
Hon. WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SenaTor: I am glad to read you were
one of several Senators that joined in a
move to avert the threatened reduction in
dairy product support levels on April 1, 1958.

‘We need a prosperous agriculture to keep
our Nation’s economy sound. I trust the
self-help plan, as proposed by the National
Milk Federation, National Grange, and many
dalry cooperatives, will receive your support
when it gets to Congress. I don't like sub-
sidies, but with the rising costs of produc-
tion and the inflation resulting, we need
some help.

I have read that one in every 11 left the
farm 1last year. Total farm population
dropped 4.7 million people in 7 years. Where
are they going to find jobs and employment?

Yours truly,
MELISSA BARBER.

P. B—As a dalryman and rural mail
patron, I would rather have our mail service
cut to every other day service than have the
postal rates on first-class mail advance.

I am much interested in your newsletter.
I also belleve that our billions for foreign
ald should be used more to help the under-
privileged masses in the Middle East rather
than military aid to the dictators who gov-
ern these countries.

I feel badly when I hear over the radio
the reports that France used our made planes
to bomb a Tunisian frontier town. Bad
enough to use their own made ones.

France and Britain have in the past (as
our history teaches) been dictators, and still
do mistreat their possessions in Africa.

Yours sincerely,
MEeLISSA BARBER.
BUCHANAN-CELLERS GrAIN Co.,
McMinnville, Oreg., March 6, 1958.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.

DeArR SeEnATOR: We are informed that the
Secretary of Agriculture and the adminis-
tration have announced in advance that they
oppose crop-sharing assistance for liming,
seeding, and fertilizing, and the planting of
perennial crops to prevent water and wind
erosion or to be plowed under to maintain
the organic matter content and fertility of
the soil. They also oppose cost sharing on
vegetative cover used for this purpose.

Now, in our way of . our soll is
the most sacred heritage that we have left
and anything that can be done to prevent
soil erosion and bulld up the fertility cer-
tainly should be encouraged.

We are also informed that the Secretary
of Agriculture and the administration pro-
pose to drop the soll-conservation-practice
payments from the present 250 million to
$125 mllllon for the fiscal year 1959 and we
consider this a very backward step, one that
we should not tolerate. If this is done pres-
ent practices that cover about 75 percent of
the farm participation under the ACP pro-
gram will be done away with and we think
that everything should be done to continue
this program for the good of the farmers
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throughout the Nation who use the program
and your Senators and Representatives from
Oregon. A good percentdge of the income
of the farmers particularly of the Willam-
‘ette Valley is in the production of these
cover-crop seeds and if this ACP program 1s
thrown overboard they will have no market
for their eeed.

Not only does this program help them in
the way of cash income but in growing the
seed they are preventing soil erosion and
building up the fertility of the soil here in
the Willamette Valley. No doubt you know
this without having it called to your atten-
tion because it Is self-evident fact.

We earnestly urge that you do everything
you can to see that these administration
recommendations to cut these soil-conserva-
tion-practice payments back to $125 million
for 1959 are defeated and that the ACP pro-
gram be continued as it is at the present.

‘We understand that hearings on this start
March 10 and we are taking the liberty of
writing to you now.

We believe this is vital not only to the
farmers in the southeastern part of the
United States but to our own Oregon farmer.

Thanking you in advance, we are,

Yours very truly,
A. CeLLERS, President.
UnNITED DAIRYMEN'S ASSOCIATION,
Seattle, Wash., March 4, 1958.
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE,
The United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My DEeAR SENATOR: Attached please find
copy of resolution unanimously adopted last
week at the regular quarterly directors’ meet-
ing of the United Dairymen’'s Association.
This association is composed of twenty-nine
cooperative dairy associations located in the
States of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and
Montana with a combinec membership of
approximately 50,000 dairy farm families.
There were assembled In Seattle February
28, 1958, ninety-one delegates from the four
States, consisting of officers, directors and
managers of the associations, all duly elected
or qualified by the dairy farmers them-
selves.

We urge you, as a representative of the
dairy producers in your State, to use your
every effort through legislation or otherwise
to prevent the drop in dairy support prices
announced to become effective April 1, 1958.
Also, we urge you to use your influence to
secure passage of the dairy self-help bills now
before Congress, which will permit dairymen,
if they so choose, to Anance the surplus
disposal of their own products to the benefit
of producers and consi.mers alike.

We thank you in advance for your support
on these two measures.

Very truly yours,
R. S. Wartz,
General Manager.

ResoLUTION OF UNITED DAIRYMEN'S ASSOCIA=
TION

At the regularly assembled meeting of the
board of directors of United Dairymen’s As-
sociation, February 28, 1958, in the city of
Seattle, it was moved, seconded, and unani-
mously adopted that this association go on
record as being opposed to the announced
drop in dairy support price announced to be=
come effective April 1, 1958, and that Con-
gress be urged to take action to prevent
such drop in price.

It was further urged that all Congressional
Representatives be requested to use their in-
fluence to secure passage of the dairy self-
help bills now introduced in Congress.

THE DALLES, OrEG., March 6, 1958.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR Sm: After viewing and hearing the

program Youth Wants To Enow, Secretary
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of Agriculture Benson as guest, I cannot re-
strain myself from making the following
comments:

If you, and Members of the Senate and
House, allow the administration’s farm
policy, the lowering of agriculture prices,
while at the same time allow all the forces
to flourish which raise prices of commodities,
which of necessity the farmer must buy,
creating a tighter squeeze, and a more gen-
eral unbalanced economy.

Not many months ago Mr. Benson made a
public statement: “If business and laber
does not hold down prices, drastic steps must
be taken.” Well, what is he waiting for?

More than 2 million farmers have been
forced off the land into the ranks of the
unemployed. These 2 million, added to the
millions which will also be forced from the
land by Benson's wrong thinking, will even-
tually build a vast army of unemployed.

Let the crackpots continue on with the
theory of substantial wage increases, longer
paid vacations, theoretically to put more
money into the pockets of consumers and the
creation of more jobs, While all this is going
on, encourage Benson to further lower agri-
culture prices and you will have created that
which will certainly worsen our now serlous
economic mess,

Mortgage debt has risen T0 percent on
Oregon farms since 1930. Total interest
pald has more than doubled, due mostly to
increased debt., Interest paid on short-time
loans has also doubled in amount with only
a small increase in rate.

Undoubtedly what started this depression
is low agriculture income, a repetitiom of
1929,

I know very well that the other elements
of the economy who have effectively protected
themselves against free competition are not
going to allow the blessings of a free market
to include themselves. The farm problem
must be viewed In light of the economy in
which it actually exists and not In a theo-
retical situation which Benson may be trying
to obtain.

Yours very truly,
W. E. Davis.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, here and
there a lonely voice is heard in support
of what Benson is doing to our farmers.
But it is my opinion that an analysis of
the arguments put forth by those who
support Mr. Benson cannot withstand
the acid test of logic and the general
public interest. Illustrative of what I
mean is a copy of a letter forwarded to
me by a person who wrote to the Secre-
tary of Agriculture and commended his
activities. I ask unanimous consent that
the letter be included at this point in the
Risconn, together with a copy of my re-
ply.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Mr. EzrA T. BENSON,
Secretary of Agriculture,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. BEnsow: In this election year
we note that some of our Senators and Rep-
resentatives have asked that you resign so
that high farm price supports and soil con-
servation payman.t.s may be continued. We
Just wish you to know, and we belleve that
many, many people will agree with us, that
we feel your stand on the matter is abso-
lutely correct.

We have reason to believe that our large

grain growers and dairymen in Oregon are
reaping a rich harvest from soll conserva-
tion payments and farm price supports, to
the detriment of consumers and other small
farmers as well. We would like to see a
statistical record of the number of dollars
received by some of the large Oregon farm-
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ers in 1957 which can be traced directly or

indirectly to soil conservation and farm
price supports. Surely some such compila=

tion has or.could be made.

As for Oregon's depressed economy, it is
quite fashionable to say that it can he
blamed on tight money. This is possibly
true to some extent, but we are convinced
that higher costs, principally labor, are
pricing many things, and particularly
homes, out of the market. In spite of de-
pressed bullding here, yet within the past
three months we have seen in the papers
where the building trades workers received
a raise of some $1.20 per day, and plumbers
helpers also received a substantial raise.
These increases aggravate an already bad
condition. Owur family sold our old home
last summer. We shopped around for an-
other here in Portland. We looked at several
new ones. We bought an older home, not
because we couldn't get financing, but sim-
ply because we couldn't see paying $13,500
for a skimpy three bedroom home and as-
sume terrific monthly payments, including
the interest thereon.

To be blunt, it is our opinion that there
is nothing in our recession that $10,000
three-bedroom homes, $1.00 haircuts and
five-cent coffee, won't cure.

Sincerely yours,

—_—

MArCH 12, 1858,

Dear Sir: Thank you for bringing to my
attention a carbon copy of your letter of
March 3 addressed to the Secretary of Agri-
culture. While I certainly can appreciate
the desire that you, and most of us, have to
lower the cost of living, candor compels me
to respectfully dissent from the conclusions
that you have drawn from the analysis you
have made of our economic plight.

To begin with, I think that we can both
agree on the premise that ours is an inter-
locked economy; and that as a corollary,
economic ill-health in one section of the
economy has repercussions elsewhere.

If this be so, then it is in the national
interest to take such steps with respect to
agriculture, as will tend to assure a fair
economic reward to this segment of our pop-
ulation, some 13 percent of all Americans,
who produce the food and fiber upon which
we all depend. The Eisenhower-Benson farm
program asserts this Is the objective of the
administration. Yet, what are the facts?
After almost 6 years of modern republican-
ism in: the farm sector, while the Benson
policies have been operative, we find that in
terms of what the farmer has to pay for the
industrial goods and commercial services he
uses, his own return in prices paid to him,
at the farm gate, amounts to 80 to 83 percent
of what he received in 1937. The term parity,
as you know, refers to what a farmer could
buy per dollar value received for his goods
in a basge period. The years 1912-1913 and
1835-1937 are almost equivalent in this re-
spect. Most of us feel that the years 1935-
1837 were not prosperous years, yet the
farmer is getting almost 20 percent less now
than at that time for what he has to sell,
in terms of what can be bought.

The Benson proposals to drop price sup-
ports, without advancing other programs
designed to increase farmer's buying power,
seek to make the position even more unten-
able for a great many farmers,

The problem may be simplified by the
statement that what s sought is the replace-
ment of many farmers by a few operating
larger units. What will the cost be if many
of our farmers go broke? Can men in their
upper forties and fifties be retrained for other
employment if they move to the city once
their land is gone, or will they and their
familles join the ranks of the unemployed?

I feel with a deep conviction that the
administration farm proposals are wrong on
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two major counts. They neither satisfy can-
ons of economics nor morality in the deepest
sense. On the first count, the Benson plans
have not worked as we were assured they
would, and, on the second count, they vio-
late the ethical imperatives that hold it
morally wrong to reduce food production
when human beings are hungry. Again
from the standpoint of our national inter-
est, but this time with Russia in mind, the
strongest weapon we have in our arsenal of
democracy is the wheat, meat, cotton, and
cheese that we send to hungry people abroad,
especially in the Middle East and Asia, and
the food that we use in our school-lunch
programs here at home.

Benson tells us over and over again that
we have overproduction of food and fiber;
he is wrong. We need instead to work out
ways of distributing the food and fiber we
raise within the framework of our political
and economic system of free enterprise so
human needs are satisfied. It can be done,
but only if we have the will to do it. I am
afraid that the administration lacks both
the vision and the will to take the steps
necessary to accomplish the job.

When an administration becomes so para-
lyzed that it cannot fulfill its function, it
ought in a democracy, to make way for those
who can do the job. Secretary Benson, by
his attitude, gives the impression that he
would prefer ruin to agriculture rather than
to reevaluate his position. The stop-gap
measures that are under debate in the Sen-
ate at this time seem to me, inadequate as
they may be, essential to counteract the slow
economic strangulation of small farm and
small business being aggravated by the Ben-
son policy. It is for this reason that I am
reviewing with care S. J. Res. 163 on dairy
price-support legislation. The report of the
comimnittee is attached for your information.

Sincerely,
WaYNE MORSE.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I turn
now to the last subject I desire to discuss
this evening.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon has the floor.

RULING ON POINT OF ORDER ON
AMENDMENT PROVIDING PAY-
MENT TO JEROME K. KUYKEN-
DALL

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I turn
now to another subject, by way of a re-
ply to the minority leader [Mr. KNOW-
1aNp]l. I spoke to the minority leader
and told him I was going to make this
reply. He knows of it. He agreed that,
in view of what he had said on the floor
of the Senate, which is his position on
the issue, and because he had another
important engagement, it would not be
necessary for him to be on the floor of
the Senate while I made this reply to
him,

This morning I spoke on the very un-
fortunate action that was taken by the
Senate of the United States last night
in sustaining, by a vote of 55 to 29, the
granting, on an appropriation bill, of a
$3,000 gift to the Chairman of the Fed-
eral Power Commission, which I sub-
mit was clearly legislation on an appro-
priation bill. The vote does not change
the faect that it was, because the vote of
the Senate does not repeal the rules of
the Senate. The most charitable thing
that could be said of the vote of the
Senate last night would be that they
knew not what they did, because it was
perfectly obvious that Senators who
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voted in favor of overruling my point of
order simply did not take the time to
study the rules. I am sure if they had,
my point of order would have been sus=
tained by an overwhelming vote.

Because a matter of precedent is in-
volved, I shall do everything I can to
make a legislative record, so that future
Senates, if they come to deal with this
problem again—and the question will
come up again, Mr. President—will
know very clearly exactly what hap-
pened last night.

This morning the minority leader took
the position that the Senate acted prop-
erly last night. The Recorp will show
that he took the position that the $3,000
gift to Mr. Kuykendall was not, in fact,
legislation on an appropriation bill; and
it is to that, I respectfully say, in my
opinion, unsound position taken by the
minority leader that I now reply.

I said earlier today I thought it was
most unfortunate that the Senate did not
have a quorum call last night, so there
could have been some conferences with
the Parliamentarian before the great
error was made.

I am not a competent witness, Mr.
President, to testify as to what actually
did go on at the desk while I was debat-
ing my point of order; but I surmise—
and this is a little bit more than conjec-
ture, based on conversations I have had
with colleagues today—that there were
those who, realizing the soundness of the
position taken by the senior Senator
from Oregon, suggested that the proce-
dure be followed of submitting the point
of order to the Senate, under rule XX.

I have never denied, and I do not now
deny, that, under rule XX, a point of
order can be referred to the Senate by
whoever is presiding in the Senate at the
time. In fact, for the REcorp, I shall
read rule XX:

1. A question of order may be raised at any
stage of the proceedings, except when the
Senate is dividing, and, unless submitted to
the Senate, shall be decided by the Presiding
Officer without debate, subject to an appeal
to the Senate. When an appeal is taken,
any subsequent question of order which may
arise before the decision of such appeal shall
be decided by the Presiding Officer without
debate; and every appeal therefrom shall be
decided at once, and without debate; and
any appeal may be laid on the table without
prejudice to the pending proposition, and

thereupon shall be held as afirming the de-
clsion of the Presiding Officer.

So I do not take the position, and
never have in this debate, that the Pre-
siding Officer did not have the right to
resort to rule XX if he wanted to; but I
have sat in the chair the present Pre-
siding Officer, the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SparkMaN], is now occupying, and
I know what happens. I know the Pre-
siding Officer is advised by the Parlia-
mentarian, and I know what happened
last night so far as physical observations
are concerned. There was quite a bit of
consultation at the desk., Several Sena-
tors went to the desk and talked to the
Parliamentarian. There was a conver=
sation held with the Presiding Officer.

As I pressed for a ruling on my point
of order, it was then announced by the
Presiding Officer of the Senate that he
was going. to refer the question to the
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Senate. That is when I think an error
was committed, as a matter of policy,
because the point of order went to such
a fundamental procedural safeguard in
the Senate. In my judgment, the Sen-
ate of the United States should have had
the benefit of the advice of the Parlia-
mentarian, through the Presiding Officer
of the Senate.

As I said this morning, that is what
the Parliamentarian is paid for; and
other Senators, as well as the Presiding
Officer, are also entitled to his advice.
I respectfully submit that when there is
raised a point of order so far reaching
and so important as the point of order
I raised last night, it is due us that the
decision be based upon the rules. It
should not be based upon a play of aline-
ment in the Senate, which in some in-
stances I am satisfied was influenced by
the known position of the Senator from
Oregon against the confirmation of the
nomination of Mr. Kuykendall in the
first place.

I tried to make clear that my objec~
tion to paying the $3,000, which I think
is an unwarranted taking of money from
the pockets of the taxpayers, had noth-
ing to do with my opposition to the con-
firmation of the nomination, but had to
do with a very precious procedural safe-
guard in the Senate, that the Appropria-
tions Committee shall not function as a
superlegislative committee.

Oh, I know there are those who said
to me today, “Well, don’t ride the Ap-
propriations Committee too hard, be-
cause, after all, you know, it is a commit-
tee of tremendous power.” The members
of that committee are my colleagues and
I have complete respect for each one of
them, and my respect for each one of
them is such that I know they will respeect
the position I am taking that the Ap-
propriations Committee must be held
within the bounds of functioning as an
Appropriations Committee, and not as a
legislative committee.

If we permit this precedent, which
was established in the Senate last night,
to stand, I do not know where the limit
will be. Therefore, I say we should have
taken the time last night to obtain the
advice of the Parliamentarian, through
the Chair. We should not have per-
mitted the Parliamentarian to escape
his responsibility of advising us as to
what the rules mean.

As a result of the procedural course
of action we followed, Mr. President, a
very bad precedent was established, and
I intend to do the best I can to write
such a record in the Senate that it will
not be much of a precedent in the future
when the question again arises in debate.

Mr, President, for the benefit of the
minority leader, who took the position
this morning that the rules were not vio-
lated by the Committee on Appropria-
tions, I return to a consideration of rule
XVI, which was cited by the chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations, the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAypEN] last
night in justification of the action his
committee took, and which was cited by
the chairman of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, the Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. MacNUsON],
as a justification for the action which
was taken, although in fairness to the
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Senator from Washington it should be
pointed out he tacitly admitted in the
debate that the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce never took any
formal action, as required by subsection
1 of rule XVI.

I am about to proceed, Mr. President,
to point out that even if the committee
had taken formal action it would have
been illegal action. What I desire to say,
is that the explanation of the chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations, the
Senator from Arizona, wherein he stated
he received an oral communication from
the chairman of the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce, to the
effect that the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce was in favor of
the $3,000 appropriation to Mr. Kuy-
kendall, is not sufficient.

In view of the position taken by the
Senator from Arizona I think it is im-
portant to make perfectly clear in the
Recorp the relationship between subsec-
tion 1 of rule XVI and subsection 5 of
rule XVI. In my judgment, the Senator
from Arizona is as wrong as a man can
be in his interpretation of the rule of the
Senate, because his interpretation vio-
lates a very elementary principle of stat-
utory eonstruction, namely, that when
in one part of a statute—and it is similar
in this case, because we are considering
one part of a rule—when in one part of
a rule there is a general provision and
in another subsection of the rule or the
statute there is a specific prohibition
against a certain course of action, then
the general language in the forepart of
the statute does not apply to the specific
prohibition.

I respectfully say that the Senator
from Arizona in his discussion of the
matter ignored subsection 5 of rule XVI
and sought to rest his case, which is a
weak case, I respectfully submit, on sub-
section 1.

The same statement applies to the po-
sition taken by the Senator from Wash-
ington and it also applies to the position
taken by the Senator from Florida [Mr.
Horranp]l. The Senator from Florida
talked about substantial compliance, but,
Mr, President, there was not any com-
plance which either the Committee on
Appropriations or the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce could
name to legalize under the rules of the
Senate the action which the Committee
on Appropriations took.

I desire to read the rule, to point out
why subsection 5 of rule XVI, in my
judgment, removes any doubt as to the
procedure followed last night being a
violation of the rule of the Senate that
legislation must not be added to an ap-
propriation bill. Then I desire to answer
another argument which was developed
today, namely, that because the appoint-
ment was for a 5-year period perhaps
the $3,000 amendment could be justi-
fied on the ground that after confirma-
tion of the nomination the appointment
really was effective at the end of the last
term of the particular nominee. That

in my judgment is an equally fallacious

argument. .
Let me read to the Senate rule XVI,

subsection 1:

- All general appropriation bills shall be re-

ferred to the Committee on Appropriations,
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and no amendments shall be received to any
general appropriation bill the effect of which
will be to increase an appropriation already
contained in the bill, or to add a new item
of appropriation, unless it be made to carry
out the provisions of some existing law, or
treaty stipulation, or act, or resclution pre-
viously passed by the Senate during that
session; or unless the same be moved by di-
rection of a standing or select committee of
the Senate, or proposed in pursuance of an
estimate submitted in accordance with law.

What is the contention of the Senator
from Arizona and of the Senator from
Washington? As I understand their
contention, it is that the Senate Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce at one of its meetings informally
decided that there ought to be added to
the appropriation bill an item to author-
ize the payment of $3,000 to Mr. Kuy=-
kendall, It was admitted by the Sena-
tor from Washington that no motion to
that effect was ever adopted by the
Committee on Inferstate and Foreign
Commerce. I could rest the case there,
Mr. President. The fact is that, even if
we accept the interpretation of the Sen-
ator from Arizona and the Senator from
Washington as to rule XVI, the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce never met the requirements of
subsection 1 of rule XVI. The Senators
admit that no motion was adopted by
the committee as is required.

Mr. President, what is the purpose of
such a requirement in rule XVI? One of
the purposes is to protect those of us
who are not members of a given com-
mittee. I hope we have not reached
such a point in the Senate that we are

to be at the mercy of committees of.

which we are not members, by having
them proceed without any notice what-
soever tous to decide to hand $3,000 over
to anybody because his wife was oper-
ated upon—which seemed to be one of
the arguments of the Senator from
Washington—because he had had a hard
time, because he was a man without
means, or because there had been a long
delay before the Senate acted to con-
firm his nomination.

Mr. President, it simply does not
happen to be within the prerogatives of
the committee, in my judgment, to take
action in that way. The faot is that the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce never complied with the lan-
guage of the rule, and the Senator from
Washington admits it. Suppose that
had been done. Would that mean the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce could meet and adopt a mo-
tion to pay a private claim of Tom, Dick,
or Harry? If so, what a nice state of
affairs we would be in.

If the committee had followed the
rule in subsection 1 of Rule XVI, some
of us, at least, would probably have had
a pretty good chance of obtaining some
notice as to what the committee was
doing, and we would have been given an
opportunity to appear before the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, or before the Committee on
Appropriations, to protest. But what
happened? We woke up to an accom=
plished fact in the Senate Chamber,
when the chairman of the Committee
on Appropriations reported an appro-
priation bill containing in italics an
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amendment by way of a $3,000 grant to
Mr. Kuykendall.

Mr. President, I thought the Senator
from Washington was exceedingly fair
when he saw the position he was in.
When he recognized, after we pointed
it out to him, that no formal action had
been taken by his committee, I thought
his proposal was very fair. The pro-
posal was that the amendment be with-
drawn last night, and that the commit-
tee meet this morning, which would give
an opportunity to those of us who so
desired to raise some questions about
the $3,000 grant. The committee then
could have taken formal action, after
there had been such deliberation.

As the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorD of yes-
terday will show, I said that I wanted to
know what Mr. Kuykendall had done to
earn the $3,000. My understanding then
was that his name had been taken off
the door of the room he had occupied;
that he had taken the position that he
had no official position with the Federal
Power Commission; and that he could
not act officially until his nomination
was confirmed. In that respect I think
he was absolutely correct.

We had a debate last night without
any proof, The allegation was made
that he had worked during that period
of time. In my opinion, if he had done
so, whatever he might have done would
have been an illegal act, because he was
not a member of the Federal Power
Commission during that period of time.
He had no interim appointment. This
is not the case of an interim appoint-
ment. This is the case of a new ap-
pointment while the Congress is in ses-
sion. So he had no official standing dur-
ing the period of time his nomination
was under consideration. He was simply
out of a job.

When any Senator stands on the floor
of the Senate and says that Mr. Kuyken-
dall performed services for the American
people during that period of time, that
is a confession that he does not realize
that during that period Mr. Kuykendall
was not carried on the rolls of Govern-
ment employment, and could not be until
his nomination was confirmed.

So I say most respectfully to my col-
leagues that in what they did—and I do
not care what language is used fo try to
cover up what they did—they proceeded
to seek to give $3,000 of the taxpayers’
money to a man who was not on the
payroll of the taxpayers at the time. It
was an out-and-out gift to him.

We shall be in a sorry state of affairs
if the Congress of the United States,
through any committee, is to start pass-
ing out gifts of $3,000 to some of its
favorites who are not even on the pay-
roll of the Federal Government.

So I say that even if my colleagues
had followed the course of action set
forth in subsection 1 of rule XVI, they
would have been acting illegally. If
they had done that, they would have
flown in the face of subsection 5, which
contains a specific prohibition, involv-
ing the elementary rule of statutory
construction that when a part of a stat-
ute specifically prohibits an act, that act
cannot be justified under general lan-
guage contained in another section of
the statute. I did not teach that rule
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of statutory construction for years fo
law students, only to walk out on it when
I came to the Senate. It happens to be
so elementary that it is not subject to
dispute—that is, not subject to logical
dispute.

I read subsection 5 of rule XVI:

No amendment, the object of which is to
provide for a private claim, shall be received
to any general appropriation bill, unless it
be to carry out the provisions of an existing
law or a treaty stipulation, which shall be
cited on the face of the amendment.

I challenge the minority leader; I
challenge the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations; I challenge the
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, or anyone
else who wishes to take the position that
the Senate Appropriations Committee
acted within the rule, to show me in
what respect this handout of $3,000 to
Kuykendall involved the carrying out of
the provisions of any existing law or
treaty stipulation. The answer is that
obviously it did not.

So I say, for the benefit of the minority
leader, that he should have read sub-
section 5 of rule XVI before he made his
speech today, because subsection 5 of
rule XVI contains a clear prohibition
against what the Appropriations Com-
mittee did, and what the Senate Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce testifies it tried to do informally.
I shall read that rule again, because I
want it to be indelibly in the Recorb.
It should be in the Recorp for the bene-
fit of the Parliamentarians, too.

I am critical about what happened
here last night, and I mean to be critical,
let me say to the minority leader. I
have great respect for the Parliamen-
tarians, but they make mistakes, too.
In my judgment, in view of the situation
which existed here last night in the Sen-
ate, in the face of this rule, which is so
precious as a safeguard to the legislative
process of the Senate, the Parliamen-
tarian should have gone to the Presiding
Officer of the Senate before he ruled and
called his attention to the language of
subsection 5 of rule XVI. Whoever sits
in that chair is entitled to that kind of
service from the Parliamentarian.

I know it can be said that technically
the Parliamentarian does not rule; that
it is not for the Parliamentarian to inter-
fere with the business of the Senate. I
agree. But it is for the Parliamentarian
to see to it that the Presiding Officer
does not make a grievous mistake. I
know that if I had been sitting in the
chair of the Presiding Officer last night
and the Parliamentarian had pointed
out to me subsection 5 of rule XVI, I
would not have referred the question to
the Senate, because subsection 5 of rule
XVI provides:

No amendment, the object of which is to
provide for a private claim, shall be received
to any general appropriation bill, unless it
be to carry out the provisions of an existing

law or treaty stipulation, which shall be
cited on the face of the amendment.

My colleagues were wrong in their
course of action, no matter from what
phase of the rule the situation is ap-
proached. They are wrong because of
the specific prohibition. They are wrong
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because if they were trying to comply
with the provisions of subsection 5 of
rule XVI, they did not cite on the face
of their amendment, as the rule requires,
the existing law or a treaty stipulation
which they thought justified putting a
legislative rider on an appropriation bill.

The cold letter of the rule leaves no
room for question about ambiguity.
What happened? Although some of us
did our best last night to forewarn the
Senate about the mistake it was making,
instead of having this warning empha-
sized through the Chair on the basis of
advice which I think should have gone to
him from the Parliamentarian, we got
into a situation in which other consid-
erations besides the rule decided the
vote. I do not intend to kid myself
about that. After sitting here for 13
years observing how the Senate operates,
I could not fail to recognize what hap-
pened last night.

The situation was a tough one. Cer-
tain Senators were caught in a serious
mistake. We should have followed the
suggestion of the Senator from Wash-
ington. The amendment should have
been withdrawn and brought up this
morning before the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce for hear-
ing. Then the committee could have
decided whether or not it wished to make
a recommendation, in view of subsection
5 of rule XVI. So much for the lan-
guage of rule XVI.

The argument is being made in the
cloakroom by some Senators: “Well, it
is a 5-year appointment, and after his
nomination was finally confirmed, his
position went back to the date of the ap-
pointment in the first place, and there-
fore he was entitled to the pay.”

Mr. President, there is a very simple
answer to that statement. As I said,
“Tell it to the General Accounting Of-
fice.”

If those who advance that argument
are right about it, then they did not
need an amendment at all. If they are
right about that, then the General Ac-
counting Office would have been paying
his salary back to the day of his ap-
pointment. The fact is he could not
get his pay. He could not get it because
he was not entitled to it. He could not
get any pay because he was not on the
payroll. He could not get any pay be-
cause it could not start until his nomi-
nation was confirmed and he was sworn
in. What are the confirmation and
swearing in procedures for?

That argument is as weak as the other
arguments which have been made in
trying to explain this irregular course
of action of putting legislation on an
appropriation bill.

The fact is no argument can be ad-
vanced which justifies pay for Mr. Kuy-
kendall for the period of time while
his nomination was under consideration.
There is no rule of the Senate that justi-
fies it. The only way in which it can
be done under proper procedure is to
have a private claim bill submitted.

I respectfully submit that if the Com=
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce had held a meeting this morning,
had adopted a motion, and had sent it
to the Committee on Appropriations,
that committee still could not put the
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item in the appropriation bill; it still
would be subject to a point of order.
That is so beeause it would violate sub-
section 5. Subsection 1, cited by the
Senator from Arizona has nothing to do
with this issue. Subsection 5 controls.

Subsection 5 provides that no amend-
ment to provide for a private claim may
be added to an appropriation bill unless
it is for the purpose of carrying out a
provision of an existing law or a treaty
stipulation. Certainly no one wishes to
take the absurd position of saying that
that rider on the appropriation bill car-
ries out any provision of law or freaty
stipulation.

Therefore, under the rule, a majority
of the Senate defied its own rules last
night, trespassed upon its own rules,
emasculated its own rules, polluted its
own rules, and did a great injustice to
orderly procedure.

I hope it will never happen again. I
hope we have seen the last of such a pro-
ceeding. I hope that when the bill goes
to conference this amendment will be
stricken.

I am critical of the procedure. I am
not personally critical of the Senators
concerned because I have an honest pro-
fessional difference of opinion with them.
No one in the Senate has greater respect
for the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Hay-
pEN] than I have, I believe that when
any Senator—I care not who he may
be—is, in my judgment, making a pro-
cedural mistake in the Senate which will
establish a bad precedent, I owe it to the
obligations of my office to make my rec-
ord against his position. That is why 1
notified the Senator from California
[Mr. KEnowranp] today that I was going
to make my record against his position.

I said in my statement this morning—
and I close with this—that the fact I
wanted to have determined by committee
hearing was what Mr. Kuykendall actu-
ally did during this period of time. I
said this morning that I was called on
the telephone by an official within the
Federal Power Commission who had be-
come aware of the fact that last night I
made my position known about the
$3,000 grant to Mr. Kuykendall, and that
official told me that I was absolutely
right about it, that Mr. Kuykendall did
not do any work during that period of
time; that, in fact, Mr. Kuykendall had
taken the position that he ecould not
legally do any work, because he was not
on the payroll. Mr. Kuykendall was ab-
solutely right in that position, if that
is the position he took. I was advised
he took that position. However, I
wanted to have that question of fact de-
termined. I say that because I also
know how some persons engage in sec-
ond thought, and I am sufficiently fa-
miliar with the irregularities going on
within governmental regulatory bodies
to recognize that it is not beyond the
realm of imagination, at least, that, by
way of second thought, someone might
try to make a case by saying that Mr.
Kuykendall did do something during
that period of time. If he did, he would
not be entitled to a private claim for it
by way of a provision in an appropria-
tion bill, in view of the prohibition in the
rules of the Senate I have already men-
tioned by way of subsection 5 of rule
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XVI. Whatever consideration he would
be entitled to for any work he performed
during that period of time would have to
be by way of a private-claim bill. If the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce thought he was entitled to
some compensation or some contribution
or some gift or some handout, or what-
ever words we may wish to use to de-
seribe it, should have been recommended
by that committee to the Senate in the
form of a private-claim bill, and the Ap-
propriations Committee should have
taken the position that it could not add
a private claim to an appropriation bill
in view of section 5 of rule XVI.

We should have had before us a
private claim bill. That would have
given an opportunity to Senators to pro-
tect the taxpayers’ interests. We know
what we do with private claim bills,
Private claim bills do not go through
the Senate as a matter of form. Private
claim bills are very thoroughly consid-
ered by the Committee on the Judiciary.

At one time, when I first came to the
Senate, I served on a claims committee,
which we had in those days. Under the
Reorganization Act that was one of the
committees dispensed with. Private
claim bills are now handled by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. However, we
had a claims committee at that time,
and we spent hours and hours on claim
bills, going into the merits of them.
Why? Because we had a great trust and
we were dealing with taxpayers’ money.
We certainly had no right to be shovel-
ing out taxpayers’ money for every claim
bill that came along because a Senator
or a Representative wanted to introduce
it. They had the burden of proving that
the person involved was entitled to the
compensation or the money that was
being asked for.

I checked with some members of the
Committee on the Judiciary today, to
see if there had heen any change made
in the practice of handling claim bills.
Without quoting by name, the Senator
who spoke to me, I was told, “I certainly
wish we could get some legislation passed
which would refer all claim bills to the
Court of Claims and that the Committee
on the Judiciary would have nothing at
all to do with them, because of the hours
and hours and hours of work a claim bill
takes for a Member of the Senate who
is a member of the Committee on the
Judiciary, particularly of the subcom-
mittee that deals with claims.”

Therefore, the fact is that I am com-
pletely right when I point out that claim
bills are given serious consideration and
study by the Committee on the Judiciary.

Let us take a look at the $3,000 claim.
How much study did it have? Let us
read the record. It is perfectly obvious
from the statements made on the floor
of the Senate by the members of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce that at best they handled the
claim informally. We know how in-
formally they handled it. There was no
hearing, and no opportunity to testify
against the claim. ]

The committee did not even take for-
mal action on it. Apparently the chair-
man of the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, who also is a member
of the Committee on Appropriations, in-
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formally said to the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations, “My Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce is for this.” I am giving my opin-
ion about what I think happened in this
matter. I say that is bad precedent,
too. Even if the two committees could
sustain themselves within the rule, which
they cannot, the procedure they followed
in this instance ought to be condemned
by the Senate.

These committees are ours; they are
not independent agencies of the Senate,
The Committee on Appropriations is no
law unto itself, and we had better make
that perfectly clear to the Committee on
Appropriations. The Committee on Ap-
propriations is a child and an agent of
the Senate. I am one Senator, irrespec=
tive of the power of the Committee on
Appropriations, who serves notice on that
committee that I intend to “watchdog” to
make certain that the committee stays
within the rules. Every time it goes out-
side the rules and practice and into
something which amounts to legislation
on an appropriation bill, and the senior
Senator from Oregon is aware of it, I
shall object and raise a point of order,
as I did last night.

I happen to think, furthermore, that
every other Senator ought to be on his
feet, joining me in raising the point of
order, because if ever we let the Commit-
tee on Appropriations start to place leg-
islation on an appropriation bill, there
will be utter confusion and chacs in the
legislative process of the Senate.

This has been one of the most jealously
guarded rules of the Senate over the de-
cades. That is why I am at a loss to
understand how the point of order could
have been treated so cavalierly last night
by referring it to the entire Senate to
decide, when I say, most respectfully,
that I would bet there were not five
Members of the Senate last night who
ever read a single line of the rules to
which I have referred.

I wanted to make this case, Mr. Presi-
dent, because I think that what happened
was a clear violation of the Senate rules.

I now make my final statement about
the matter and direct it to the Chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations. He
is not only a man for whom I have ad-
miration and great affection, but he is
a man who is, in fact, revered. I happen
to think that Senator HavpeEw, of Ari-
zona, is one of the greatest men who ever
sat in this body. The great monument
of public service he will leave behind
him—and I hope he will not leave it
behind him for many, many years to
come—will be one of the greatest monu-
ments of public service in the entire
history of the Senate. Therefore, when
I express my difference with Senator
HavYDEN on this matter, I do not do so
lightly; I do not do so happily; I do so
only because I am convinced that, as a
matter of duty, and as one who for 13
vears has been a stickler in the Senate
for the protection of the procedural
rights of Members of this body, the case
I am making against the Committee on
Appropriations in this matter had to be
made,

In this matter, so far as I am con-
cerned, Kuykendall is simply, shall I say,
the operative fact. It is not Kuykendall
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who is concerned in this matter; what
I am protesting is the violation of the
rule that an appropriation bill shall not
contain legislation.

I close with this appeal to the Sen-
ator from Arizona, because he will be
the chairman of the Senate conferees.
In view of the strong difference of opin-
ion which has developed in the Senate
over the action of the Committee on
Appropriations, I respectfully say to him:
“I think you owe it to those of us who
are willing to make the fight that I have
made to protect the rules of the Senate
to take the position in conference that
that particular amendment be stricken.”

Any Senator who is interested in a
$3,000 grant to Mr. Kuykendall can in-
troduce a private claim and have it re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary
for a hearing. Ultimately, depending on
the action of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, if a favorable report shall be made
on the bill, the Senate can debate and
vote on the bill. I think that what is
involved is so important that the mistake
which was made last night ought to
be corrected in conference. The bill
never should come back to the Senate
with this rider in it. If it does, the Sen-
ate will be in the position, once again,
to have a quarrel over the conference
report.

If this provision remains in the re-
port, the wrong will still exist, and it
will still be the duty of those of us who
believe the rules of the Senate should
be protected to continue to make an
issue of it.

I happen to think that the statesman-
ship of the Senator from Arizona is such
that if he will take the time to give due
deliberation to the recommendation I
am making, he will agree with me, that
under these circumstances it would be
better to eliminate the amendment in
conference, and to treat the subject ab
initio in a private bill, so that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary can consider its
merits. I respectfully submit that the
merits of the claim were never consid-
ered last night by the Senate.

I yield the fioor.

TRANSACTION OF ADDITIONAL
ROUTINE BUSINESS
By unanimous consent, the following

additional routine business was trans-
acted:

ADDITIONAL BILLS INTRODUCED

Additional bills were introduced, read
the first time, and, by unanimous con-
sent, the second time, and referred as
follows:

By Mr. SPAREMAN:

8. 3465. A bill to amend section 303 of the
Career Compensation Act of 1949, as
amended, to authorize in all cases the trans-
portation of dependents, baggage, and
household effects under certain conditions;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

(See the remarks of Mr. SPARKMAN when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. SPAREMAN (for himself and
Mr. Hrn) :

S.3466. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to
make the transitional parity formula in-
operative for basic agricultural commodities
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for 1958; to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. SPAREMAN when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

DEPENDENT CHILDREN TUNDER
TERMS OF INTERNAL REVENUE
CODE—AMENDMENTS

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, it
seems only simple justice that alien chil-
dren adopted by American families in
Government service abroad should
come within the definition of dependent
in the Internal Revenue Code. That is
not now the case. At the present time
the term “dependent” does not include
any individual who is not a citizen of
the United States unless such individual
is a resident of the United States, of a
country contiguous to the United States,
or the Canal Zone or the Republic of
Panama or was adopted in the Philippine
Islands before January 1, 1956, and re-
sides in the Republic of the Philippines.

Thus, families of Armed Forces per-
sonnel and others stationed abroad in
Government, service cannot claim as de-
pendents alien children legally adopted
by them and living in their households.
This discriminates unfairly against those
in Government service, and I am sub-
mitting an amendment to correct this
situation. This amendment should not
be controversial.

Mr, President, on behalf of my col-
league the senior Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsel and myself, I submit an
amendment to H. R. 8381, now hefore
the Finance Commitiee, to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to cor-
rect unintended benefits and hardships
and to make technical amendments, and
for other purposes, to be referred to the
Committee on Finance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be received, referred to
the Committee on Finance, and be
printed.

AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REVE-
NUE CODE OF 1954, RELATING TO
TAXING INCOME OF LIFE INSUR-
ANCE COMPANIES—AMENDMENT

Mr. POTTER submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to
the bill (H. R. 10021) to provide that the
19556 formula for taxing income of life
insurance companies shall also apply to
taxable years beginning in 1957, which
was ordered to lie on the table, and to
be printed.

ELIMINATION OF DISCRIMINATORY
EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES BE-
CAUSE OF AGE 1IN CERTAIN
CASES—ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR
OF BILL

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, on
January 30, 1958, I introduced S. 3188,
a bill to prohibit any Government con-
tractor or supplier from imposing any
requirement or limitation of maximum
age with respect to the hiring or employ-
ment of persons. This bill was co-spon-
sored by nine Senators. Ihad also asked
the junior Senator from Washington
[Mr. Jackson] whether or not he would
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like to co-sponsor this bill, and I am in-
formed that only through inadvertence
he had not previously been able to in-
form me of his desire to do so. I am de-
lighted, therefore, Mr. President, to ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
junior Senator from Washington may
genceforth be listed among sponsors of

. 3188,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

NOTICE OF POSTPONEMENT OF
HEARINGS ON INCREASED PAY
FOR SUPERVISORS AND POST-
MASTERS IN POSTAL FIELD
SERVICE

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, on
Tuesday, I announced hearings to begin
Thursday on S. 3400, to establish a more
equitable pay scale for supervisors and
postmasters in the postal field service.

Due to the extreme urgency of the leg-
islation now pending before the Publie
Works Committee, of which I am a
member, I find that I must postpone the
hearing on S. 3400 to next Monday,
Marech 17.

As a member of the Public Works
Committee, which will be considering
legislation on Thursday to help alleviate
the terrible unemployment situation
throughout the country, I feel that I
must give my undivided attention to this
matter now.

I also feel that the importance of the
provisions contained in 8. 3400 is such
that I should give it my personal atten-
tion and be in attendance during the
hearings. For these reasons, I have
postponed the hearings to next Monday,
at 10 a. m.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON PRO-
POSED INTERNATIONAL DEVEL-
OPMENT ASSOCIATION

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Subcommittee on Interna-
tional Finance of the Committee on
Banking and Currency, I desire to give
notice that public hearings will be held
on March 18, 19, and 20, 1958, at 10 a. m.,
in room 301, Senate Office Building, on
the proposed International Development
Association—Senate Resolution 264.

All persons who wish to appear and
testify at this hearing are requested to
notify Mr. J. H. Yingling, chief clerk,
Committee on Banking and Currency,
room 303, Senate Office Building, tele-
phone CApitol 4-3121, extension 3921, as
soon as possible.

ADDITIONAL RECORD MATTERS

By Mr. MONRONEY :

Article entitled “Senator Urges Citations
For Living,” written by Benator MARGARET
CHasE SMITH of Maine, and published in the
Washington Evening Star of March 10, 1958,

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A. M.
TOMORROW

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SeargMAN in the chair). The work of
the day being completed, the Senate,
pursuant to the order previously entered,
and in accordance with the last clause

March 12

of Senate Resolution 274, will stand ad-
journed until 10 o'clock tomorrow
morning.

Thereupon (at 7 o’clock and 57 min-
utes p. m.), the Senate adjourned, the
adjournment being, under the order pre-
viously entered, in accordance with the
last resolving clause of Senate Resolu-
tion 274, as a further mark of respect
for the late Representative of New Mex-
ico, until tomorrow, Thursday, March
13, 1958, at 10 o’clock a. m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate March 12, 1958:

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

Jack D. H. Hays, of Arizona, to be United
States attorney for the district of Arizona
for a term of 4 years. He is now serving in
this office under an appointment which ex-
pired March 4, 1958.

Julian T. Gaskill, of North Carolina, to be
United States attorney for the eastern dis-
trict of North Carolina for a term of 4 years.
He is now serving in this office under an
appointment which expired March 4, 1958,

UNITED STATES MARSHAL

Louls O. Aleksich, of Montana, to be United
States marshal for the district of Montana
for the term of 4 years. He is now serving
in this office under an appointment which
expired March 11, 1958.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate March 12, 1958:
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

John M. Allison, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to the Republic of Czechoslovakia,

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Robert G. Barnes, of Pennsylvania, to be
Bpecial Assistant for Mutual Security Co-
ordination, in the Department of State.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, MArRcH 12, 1958

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Dr. Julius G. Neumann, rabbi of Con-
gregation Zichron Moshe, New York City,
offered the following prayer:

Eternal God, our Heavenly Father, as
we enfer upon a new day, we pray for
Thy spirit in this hour.

We come asking for a wisdom greater
and higher than our own. Thy Torah
has bidden us to “replenish the earth
and subdue it,” to stay devoted to the
vision of a world happier, brighter, and
nobler as the harvest of our work for
universal justice, mercy, and peace, Thy
divine guidance has ever summoned us
to the abolition, not only of coldness,
cruelty, and corruption, but of all dis-
eases and avoidable misery.

We pray for these, Thy servants, who
now have the high privilege and heavy
burden of leadership. Imbue them with
vision, understanding, wisdom in counecil,
and firmness for the right as Thou givest
them to see the right.

Wilt Thou go with us to inspire to that
devotion to duty that gives dignity and
worth to human life.
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